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Editor’s Introduction 


Ideas, as well as men, may have a life that is worth telling about. 
Professor McGovern gives us here a unique biographical study. Through 
a period of four centuries he has traced the growth of certain doctrines 
which, according to official apologists, provide a foundation for the 
Fascist and Nazi regimes. Such a biography of ideas possesses great 
value as showing persistent continuity, in spite of all lapses and modi- 
fications; it also makes a more dramatic appeal because of its bearing 
upon the political phenomena of today. 

The relation between philosophical doctrines and human conduct 
will, of course, always be debatable. Does theory determine practice, 
or does practice determine theory? Has some pre-existing theory been 
seized upon to justify a course of action and then erroneously assumed 
to be the reason for such action — post hoc, ergo propter hoc? Whatever 
view we take. Doctor McGovern’s contribution has great significance. 
It is significant, first of all, because Fascists and Nazis alike profess to 
.have a philosophical basis for their political systems; and, secondly, 
because the fate of democracy elsewhere may be involved. Not long 
ago men spoke of democracy as permanent and as destined to encompass 
the whole world. Its onward march was “irresistible”; to discuss the 
comparative merits of other forms of government would be a waste of 
time; once having acquired control, the people would never relinquish it. 
This was the language commonly employed twenty years ago and even 
more recently. Then' came the shock — the recurrence of despotism, 
the establishment of the so-called dictatorships. Whether or not the 
explanation of this debdcle lies in the domain of theory, what Professor 
McGovern tells us about the Italian and .German ideologies and their 
genetic background has wider implications. Democracy appears to be 
on the defensive; and, in combating the enemy, it should know some- 
thing about the philosophical weapons that are being used against it. 

In addition to its timeliness, this book has several other claims to dis- 
tinction. Professor McGovern has the gift of making obscure and recon- 
dite philosophers, like Hegel and Green, comprehensible to the layman; 
and his scholarly equipment will save him from the accusation of being 
clear at the expense of accuracy. He does not write with the pedantry 
that so often afflicts the academic mind when it enters the region of 
philosophy. His exposition is never labored or abstrusb. Instead of con- 
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tenting himself with dull abstracts and sticking them away in appropri- 
ate pigeonholes, he constantly illuminates one point of view by means of 
contrast with or analogy to another. By this method the reader is 
enabled to get hold of nice shades and fine distinctions. He cannot but 
feel grateful to an expositor who, being an expert, can shed so clear a 
light on murky places. 

Doctor McGovern is a man of varied accomplishments. In. some 
quarters he may be best known as an anthropologist and explorer. His 
interest in these fields would be suggested by the content of his numerous 
books and by the legend of the shako and worm-eaten sheepskin coat 
(tailored in Tibet) which he is supposed to wear when the snow flies in 
Chicago. But he has not turned from anthropology for the moment to 
dabble as an amateur in political thought. He ranks as an authority in 
this field. He studied philosophy at Oxford (Ph.D., 1922), Berlin, and 
the Sorbonne; and he teaches political theory at Northwestern regularly, 
sometimes at Harvard. It is his familiarity with the philosophers that 
enables him to deal with them so freely and cogently. 

There is unity in the theme. We encounter a succession of philos- 
ophers from the Reformation down. But the materials are not hetero- 
geneous, not a mere potpourri of disconnected doctrines. The author is* 
laying before us the development of certain ideas that do form parts of a 
common design. Far from confusing us in a maze of incongruous subtle- 
ties, he is making plain some aspects of current practical politics. Never- 
theless, he has not confined himself narrowly to the specific theme — 
the background of Fascist and Nazi ideologies. Strict adherence to the 
straight line would have made the book less useful and less interesting. 
About any theorist the student will be curious to know something be- 
sides his attitude toward authoritarianism and toward what Doctor 
McGovern calls etatism (the subordination of the individual to the 
state). A tendency to include other phases of thought that are not alto- 
gether apposite to the main purpose gives the book additional value; 
for it is advisable to present the contribution of each theorist as a whole, 
without distorting it by overemphasis upon a single point. But what of 
the liberals, the opponents of authoritarianism and etatism? They have 
not been ignored. John Locke, for example, looms large in this discus- 
sion; for, in the growth of the absolutist tradition, his powerful argu- 
ments against it could not be ignored. 

Professor McGovern's text does not follow the conventional pattern. 
He covers a long period, but concentrates upon tracing one stream of 
thought to its culmination in the political systems of Mussolini and 
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Hitler. He describes the course of the stream mainly in his own lan- 
guage, but he adds vividness by giving many excerpts from the original 
sources, as an' explorer in central Africa or the basin of the Amazon 
would have recourse to maps and photographs. The book is admirably 
suited to form the basis of a half-year course either in philosophy or in 
government; and, because it is so intimately related to contemporary 
problems, both teachers and students will be glad to use it as a substi- 
tute for traditional courses. Indeed, its appeal extends beyond college 
gates. At the present time eyes are focused upon Rome and Berlin, 
curious to discover what lies behind the vagaries of the Axis powers. 
Professor McGovern himself has such clear vision that he makes others 
see what would escape their attention otherwise. . The general reader, 
the man who has never opened a philosophical treatise or heard a lecture 
on philosophy, will find this book much to ]iis taste; for so lucidly are the 
thinkers interpreted that it can be understood easily without any previ- 
ous training. 


Edward McChesney Sait 
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Introduction 


THE LIBERAL AND THE FASCIST 
TRADITIONS 

A STUDY IN CONTRASTS 




CHAPTER I 


The Liberal and the Fascist Traditions 
A Study in Contrasts 


To THE average Englishman, Frenchman, or American who was alive 
and interested in politics about the year 1912 the world seemed com- 
paratively simple. He was not only convinced that such things as 
democracy, majority rule, and representative government were excellent 
institutions; he was also firm in the belief that sooner or later these 
institutions were bound to prevail all over the world. 

Such a person was aware that such things as dictatorship, despotism, 
or even absolute monarchy continued to prevail in '‘backward coun- 
tries,” but it seemed clear that it was only a matter of time and of in- 
creasing civilization for these “relics of the dark ages” to be swept 
away. The tendency towards democracy and all the things which go 
with democracy was held to be inevitable. It was believed that Eng- 
land, France, and i^^merica were the most democratic merely because 
they were the most advanced countries. It was thought that such 
countries as Germany or Japan were politically somewhat retarded, but 
even in these regions there were strong democratic movements, and 
experts were willing to prophesy that within a few years the vestiges of 
despotic power which still prevailed would disappear. 

Elsewhere, in the very homelands of conservatism and of autocracy 
there seemed to be portents of a better day. Jn 1905 the Russian Czar 
had been forced to grant his subjects a popularly elected Duma. In 
1906 a revolution forced the Shah of Persia to bestow upon the Persians 
a written constitution, a document which curbed many of his former 
absolute powers. In 1908 a similar revolution took place in Turkey as a 
result of which effective rulership was transferred from the Sultan to the 
Committee of Union and Progress, which was regarded as the agent of 
the Turkish people. It was generally admitted that many of the so- 
called republics in Latin America were merely veiled dictatorships, but 
even in this area there seemed to be portents that the dawn of true 
democracy was not far away. The Mexican Revolution of 1910 and the 
subsequent overthrow of the Dictator Diaz were widely hailed as the 
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first step in the Spanish -American march towards political liberalism. 
In 1911 the age-old monarchy in China was overthrown, and in its place 
there was established a republic modeled, on paper, after the most ap- 
proved European and American patterns. The Englishmen, French- 
men, and Americans of that generation read about these events in their 
newspapers and smiled approvingly and hopefully. Surely if Persia and 
Turkey and China were going democratic there was no final hope for 
despotism in any corner of the world. 

The World War of 1914-1918 came as a great shock to many persons 
who had looked forward to the peaceful progress and spread of demo- 
cratic ideals, but before long most Englishmen and Frenchmen came to 
look upon this conflict as a sort of necessary crusade of the forward- 
looking democratic powers against the backward-looking despotic pow- 
ers. Even in America the war came to be regarded, not as a mere battle 
between England or France and Germany, but as a battle between de- 
mocracy, liberalism, and freedom on the one side, and absolutism, 
tyranny, and divine right of kings on the other. It was largely because 
of this belief that America eventually entered the war herself. Was it 
not her duty, as a democratic power, to aid in “Making the World Safe 
for Democracy”? It was widely felt that if the “Kaiserism” of Ger- 
many were once overthrown, there would be and could be no further 
barriers to the peaceful and world-wide development of democratic insti- 
tutions to the end of time. 

How charming and attractive were all these beliefs and hopes and 
aspirations — and yet how childish do they appear in the light of subse- 
quent events. The democratic powers after much tribulation were 
indeed triumphant in battle. Not only was Germany defeated, but the 
German monarchy with its autocratic traditions was overthrown, and a 
democratically organized^ republic took its place. The era of despotism 
appeared to be over and yet — the millennium of liberalism failed to 
arrive. Even before the war was over, the Czarist regime in Russia was 
overthrown, but in its place, after a few months of turmoil, there arose, 
not a liberal republic for which so many democratically inclined persons 
had hoped, but a new type of dictatorship, a dictatorship of the proletar- 
iate in theory, a dictatorship of a small group of radical politicians in 
fact. In 1922 liberalism received another blow. Italy had for many 
decades most of the advantages and all the disadvantages of representa- 
tive and parliamentary government. But in the economic and political 
chaos which followed the World War the machinery of government 
practically collapsed, and with surprisingly little effort Mussolini was 
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able to impose the Fascist type of dictatorship upon the Italian kingdom. 

Not long afterwards a tendency towards dictatorial rule appeared in 
a number of other countries. In Turkey the ancient Sultanate was, to 
be sure, overthrown, but in its place there arose the strong one-man rule 
of Mustafa Kemal Ataturk who, under the title of President, exercised as 
rigid and autocratic control as any of the Khalifs in former times. In 
1925 a similar transformation took place in Persia. The old dynasty 
was deposed, but its place was taken by a new dynasty, and the new 
Shah, Riza Pahlavi, has as absolute power over his Iranian subjects as 
has Mussolini over the Italians. In China the attempt to establish a 
republic along American lines failed miserably, and in the period 1926- 
1928 supreme power over the Chinese state fell into the hands of a single 
political party, the Kuomintang, and more especially into the hands of 
one or two men, such as Chiang Kai-shek, who controlled this party. 
In 1931 the democratic movement, which had long played an important 
part in Japanese politics, began to subside. As time went on, the mili- 
tary leaders, men violently opposed to all forms of parliamentary gov- 
ernment, were able to secure ever more effective control over the organs 
of the state, and today the Japanese system of government differs from 
the European dictatorships only in that in Japan supreme power rests, 
not with a single individual, but with a small group of persons, most of 
them high ranking officers of the armed forces. 

In 1933 the cause of liberalism received another staggering blow 
when for all practical purposes the German Republic ceased to exist, its 
place taken by the Hiller Reich. To many liberals the defection of 
Germany from the liberal movement seemed more serious than any of 
the earlier developments elsewhere. After all, such persons argued, 
Turkey and Persia, even China, Japan, and Italy were from the political 
and economic point of view relatively backward countries. Perhaps 
their progress towards democracy had been too rapid. Perhaps they 
needed a brief breathing spell, a despotic interlude, before again trying 
to march to the ultimate liberal goal. But when Germany, one of the 
most modern and progressive countries, turned its back on the liberal 
tradition and embraced National Socialism, it seemed as if something 
must be wrong with the whole theory of the inevitable tendency towards 
democratic government. 

If the newly arisen dictators had been content to crush liberalism 
within the borders of their own countries it would have been bad enough- 
But this was not all. Before long these same dictators began to mani- 
fest a passionate desire to conquer and destroy their neighbors, more 
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especially those neighbors which “were weak and effete “ enough to re- 
tain democratic regimes. The Japanese aggression in Manchuria and 
China, the Italian conquest of Ethiopia and Albania, were shocking 
enough to the liberal world which had gradually come to adopt a rather 
rigid code of international morality, but at least neither Ethiopia nor 
Albania was democratic, and Japan could make use of the excuse that 
Manchuria was bandit-infested and suffered from chronic misgovern- 
ment. Far more startling was the forcible annexation of Austria and the 
crushing of Czechoslovakia, the latter especially being a country genu- 
inely devoted to liberal ideals. Then came the blood and slaughter of 
World War II. Germany set about crushing, in rapid succession, Po- 
land, Denmark, Norway, Holland, and Belgium, and was able to make 
France pathetically impotent. The devotion of Poland to the liberal 
cause is open to question, but there can be no doubt that the govern- 
ments of the other countries were genuinely democratic in character. 
Nor can there be any doubt that, if Germany prevails, these countries 
will be forced to adopt some form of dictatorial regime. 

Such being the situation, it is obvious that the open-minded student 
of present-day politics, especially if he happens to be an Englishman or 
an American, is forced to adopt a very different attitude towards politi- 
cal problems and political tendencies from that of his predecessor three or 
four decades ago. He must face the fact that at present there is no in- 
evitable and world-wide tendency towards the liberalizing of govern- 
mental institutions. He must face the fact that if existing liberal sys- 
tems of government are to be preserved it is necessary that the believers 
in liberalism be prepared to struggle and, if need be, to fight for their 
preservation. The battle for liberalism is far from being lost, but for 
the moment liberalism is definitely on the defensive and is in urgent 
need of support from groups which formerly were content to let political 
problems alone or to drift aimlessly with the prevailing political tide. 

In this connection it is well to stress the fact that neither Fascism nor 
National Socialism is new or casual or an ephemeral movement. Both 
are the products of a long, slowly developing but deep-rooted tradition. 
This fact is of major importance. Many persons have been foolish 
enough to imagine that Fascism and National Socialism are the acci- 
dental products of temporary economic upsets in Italy and Germany, 
and that if once these economic dislocations were adjusted it would be 
easy for both countries to re-establish liberal regimes. Other persons 
are apt to think that the establishment of the Fascist and Nazi dictator- 
ships was due merely to the power and prestige secured by such leaders 
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as Mussolini and Hitler, and that were these leaders to be removed, it 
would be comparatively simple to restore liberal institutions. To the 
present writer it appears that both these ideas are completely fallacious. 
It is undoubtedly true that the rise of Fascism and National Socialism 
was greatly aided by the economic stress which existed in Italy in 1922 
and in Germany in 1933, but it is also true that this economic stress 
would not have permitted the establishment on a permanent basis of 
the Fascist and Nazi regimes if there had not existed a widespread and 
deep-rooted feeling in both countries that liberal institutions were 
essentially pernicious; and this feeling, in turn, can be traced back to a 
political tradition and to a political philosophy which had been slowly 
emerging and crystallizing throughout the nineteenth century and dur- 
ing the early years of the twentieth century. 

It is obvious that the Fascist and Nazi movements owe much of their 
success to the fact that they were led by such outstanding personalities 
as Mussolini and Hitler, but it is equally true that the movements them- 
selves are of even greater importance and significance than the individ- 
ual leaders. Wherever there is widespread belief that dictatorship is the 
best form of government, it is not difficult to find persons to fill the office 
of dictator; and wherever there is a widespread dislike of dictatorship, 
it is difficult, if not impossible, for such persons as Mussolini or Hitler to 
seize the reins of power. In other words, the political philosophy which 
dominates the general public of a given country is the major factor which 
determines whether or not a would-be dictator is able to secure power. 
Mussolini and Hitler were successful only because of the gradual spread 
and wide acceptance of a political tradition which despised democracy 
and looked forward to dictatorial control. It is tragic but true that the 
removal of the present leaders would not result in the destruction of the 
Fascist and Nazi regimes as long as large numbers of the Italian and 
German peoples accept the basic tenets of the Fascist and Nazi ideolo- 
gies. Many of the doctrines of both regimes were formulated and began 
to infiltrate into the populace long before Mussolini and Hitler were 
born. We must beware lest they persist and retain powerful support 
long after Mussolini and Hitler are dead. 

The importance of what we may call the Fascist-Nazi tradition (we 
must use this name, although the tradition originated long before the 
establishment of Fascist and Nazi parties) becomes obvious when we 
realize that neither Mussolini nor Hitler is the creator of a new political 
philosophy. Both men are merely the popularizers of doctrines which 
Degan four centuries ago, which slowly developed and were transformed 



8 


INTRODUCTION 


during the subsequent period, and which received their final formulation 
during the opening years of the twentieth century. If we would seek to 
understand the true nature of Fascism and National Socialism, there- 
fore, we cannot be content to study merely the speeches and writings of 
Mussolini or Hitler and their immediate followers, but must strive to 
understand the underlying political philosophy of which the Fascist and 
Nazi doctrines are concrete expressions. More especially is this im- 
portant because of the fact that if the Fascist and Nazi movements per* 
sist and retain their political power, in all probability they will hot only 
seek to carry out the official program formulated by their present lead- 
ers, but will also seek to apply many ideas which, though embodied in 
the general political tradition of which the Fascist and Nazi movements 
are merely constituent parts, have not as yet been expressly formulated 
by either the Fascist or Nazi leaders. A study of this tradition should 
not only, therefore, give us an insight into the past and present signifi- 
cance of the Fascist and Nazi regimes; it should also aid us in trying to 
discover the line of development which these regimes are likely to take 
in the future. 

It seems obvious that there is now going on a great world conflict be- 
tween the liberal movement on the one side and the movement which 
may be called Fascist -Nazi on the other. This conflict Is of importance 
not only for the development of political institutions on the continent of 
Europe, but also for the political future of all other portions of the world. 
If Germany and Italy are successful in Europe, more especially as they 
are now openly allied with Japan, it seems certain that they can and will 
impose governmental systems similar to their own upon all portions of 
Europe and Asia. The repercussions of such an event upon the Western 
Hemisphere are bound to be enormous. 

Quite apart from the possibility that the totalitarian powers may seek 
by economic, diplomatic, and military means to bring some, if not all, of 
the American countries within their orbit, a smashing Fascist-Nazi vic- 
tory in Europe would necessarily be followed by the rise of powerful 
groups inside the Americas determined to overthrow the existing liberal 
institutions in this area and to substitute for them institutions modeled 
upon, the Fascist or Nazi patterns. Political doctrines, like children’s 
diseases, are remarkably contagious, especially when they are associated 
with an air of glory as the result of diplomatic and military success. 
Already we hear in England and in America a number of voices, espe- 
cially among members of the younger generation, which murmur, 
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'"Surely if the German regime has proved itself so efficient and so suc- 
cessful, we ought to adopt some of the essential features of this regime, 
so that we too can be efficient and successful.'" If the military triumph 
of Germany should prove permanent, it is certain that these voices will 
grow in number and in volume. 

We are now acutely aware that the liberals of a generation or two 
ago were completely wrong when they supposed that there is an inevita- 
ble and constant trend towards liberal institutions. At the same time 
we must be careful not to adopt the equally fallacious doctrine that there 
is now a constant and inevitable trend towards anti-liberal institutions, 
and that sooner or later we must all, willy-nilly, accept a Fascist or semi- 
Fascist system of government.' A study of the political history of the 
world from classical times to the present shows that at certain times and 
certain places there has existed for a considerable period a strong trend 
towards the establishment of free and democratic institutions. At 
other times and at other places there has existed an equally strong tend- 
ency to depart from or to suppress such institutions. But at no time 
has such a tendency been constant or even long-enduring, and in no case 
has such a tendency been inevitable or unavoidable. History shows 
that at any time a determined group of persons, dominated by a firm 
and zealous political faith, have been able to check and even reverse such 
a tendency. At a time when the world seemed to be dominated by 
liberal ideology, a comparatively small group of Fascists and Nazis 
were able to destroy the dominance of liberal ideas in their respective 
countries. What was true of the Fascists and the Nazis is equally true 
of the liberals today. At a time when Fascist ideology appears to be 
sweeping the world it is perfectly possible for a determined group of 
liberals to stem this tide, directly in their own country, and indirectly 
throughout the world. 

In other words, it is up to the present-day Englishman and to the 
present-day American to decide whether England and America are to go 
Fascist or are to remain liberal. Upon his beliefs and upon his actions 
depend the political future of the Anglo-Saxon world. But in making 
this decision it is above all imperative that he have a clear understanding 
of just what liberalism stands for and just what Fascism and National 
Socialism stand for. This is a matter of really great importance. Only 
too often do we find that persons who claim to be passionately in favor 
of liberalism and violently opposed to Fascism and National Socialism 
have only the haziest notions as to the real meaning of these three move- 
ments. In like manner, we find that many persons who are eager to 
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defend the actions of Mussolini and Hitler are extremely vague if asked 
to define just what basic principles their heroes advocate. 

More especially is it essential that those who call themselves liberals 
make a serious study of this problem. In the Anglo-Saxon world there 
are numerous political parties and an even larger number of political 
ideologies. In America, for example, not only do we have the Republi- 
can and Democratic Parties, but also within each of these parties there 
are several different wings or sections, each with its own pet political 
doctrines and aspirations. Quite frequently there are sharp differences 
of opinion between the different parties and between the different sec- 
tions of each party. From time to time these differences of opinion lead 
to feelings of bitter animosity. And yet both the Republican and the 
Democratic Parties are definitely included within the liberal tradition. 
In like manner, the liberal tradition, in the broader sense of the term, 
includes not only the so-called Liberal Party of England, but also the 
vast majority of the members of the Conservative Party and also the 
bulk of the Labor Party, except for those few Laborites who haVe re- 
nounced liberal principles in favor of communism. To the liberal 
there is certainly nothing wrong in the existence of the party system nor 
in the fact that keen rivalry exists between the different parties. But it 
is obvious that the different sections and parties within the liberal 
tradition must be willing, in times of peril, to cooperate very closely in 
common defense against the attacks launched against liberal institu- 
tions by groups of Fascists and Nazis. For this close cooperation to 
take place and be effective, it is imperative that the various branches of 
the liberal movement agree as to what constitutes the true essence of 
liberalism, which all are prepared to support and defend, however much 
they may disagree on all non-vital issues. 

It is well to remember that there are many vague and uncertain 
definitions of liberalism; there are many other definitions which are not 
only inexact but which are completely erroneous. Let us take one con- 
crete example. Largely because of the historic conflicts between the 
so-called Liberal and Conservative Parties in nineteenth century Eng- 
land, it is often supposed that liberalism must be identified with belief 
in change, ‘"reform,” or “progress,” with a willingness to depart from 
traditional institutions and to make new political experiments. This 
definition is certainly false, for liberalism in the broader sense of the 
word is something far deeper and vaster than the program of the English 
Liberal Party or other similar political groups in other parts of the Anglo- 
Saxon world. In its essence, true liberalism is associated neither with 
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** progress! vism ” nor with ^‘conservatism/*' When the existing regime 
is dominated by autocracy or despotism the followers of liberalism are 
ardent reformers and demand rapid and widespread political changes. 
When, on the other hand, a country has a free and democratic govern- 
ment and this government seems threatened by a drift towards autoc- 
racy and despotism, the true liberal is a conservative, resisting all 
efforts to overthrow the existing regime. This is true at the present 
time; it has also been true all through the historic past. In eighteenth 
century France, when absolutism was the rule, the French liberals were 
advocates of change, of reform, even of revolution. In sixteenth cen- 
tury France, on the other hand, there were still many traces of semi- 
democratic or at least parliamentary rule, though there was a marked 
trend towards absolutism. At this time the French liberal writers were 
clamorous in their insistence that France should abide by “the good old 
ways'* and refuse to embark upon political changes.^ 

If liberalism is thus, in its essence, neither reformism nor conserva- 
tism, what are its true and fundamental characteristics? To the present 
writer it seems clear that liberalism as a political creed is a compound 
of two separate elements. One of these elements is democracy, the 
other is individualism. Not infrequently these two elements are con- 
fused because of their long association inside the liberal tradition, but 
it is well to keep the two doctrines clearly separate and distinct. 

Democracy, of course, means the belief that ultimate political control 
should rest with the citizens of the country concerned and more particu- 
larly with the numerical majority of such citizens, rather than be en- 
trusted permanently to a single person or to any minority group. There 
are, of course, many different types and degrees of democracy. In some 
countries democracy means that the right of voting and of being elected 
to office is open to all adults whether male or female. In other cases 
women are ruled out and democracy means universal manhood suffrage. 
In still other cases the right to vote and hold office is limited by property 
or literacy tests. But even here the regime must be called democratic if 
ultimate control over the machinery of government rests with the bulk 
of the people rather than with a special minority. Under this definition, 
present-day England most certainly belongs tot the group of democratic 
states, for though she retains an hereditary monarch and an hereditary 
House of Lords, all ultimate or final power rests with a popularly elected 
House of Commons. 

In some few cases, as in the smaller Swiss cantons and in some of the 
New England townships, democracy is able to function directly, laws 
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being passed and taxes raised at meetings attended by all the citizens. 
In some cases, where it is impossible to hold such meetings, a large 
measure of this direct democratic control is exercised by means of such 
devices as the initiative, referendum, and recall. In still other cases no 
attempt is made to govern by the direct democratic process, the people 
ruling indirectly through elected agents and representatives; but as 
long as periodic elections make it possible for the people to control the 
machinery of government, the government must be considered demo- 
cratic. In all countries which have democratic constitutions, we find 
that the whole basis of government rests upon certain fundamental as- 
sumptions, which have played a great part in the development of the 
liberal tradition. Among the more important of these fundamental 
assumptions is the idea that “all government must rest upon the consent 
of the governed.” Another is the idea that “all rulers and magistrates 
derive their authority from the people.” As a final bulwark against 
despotism, most democratic regimes have either tacitly or expressly 
adopted the doctrine of “the right of armed rebellion against a tyran- 
nous government,” or, in other words, the right to rebel in case a single 
person or a minority group attempts to seize or retain control over gov- 
ernmental institutions. 

To be sharply distinguished from democracy is the doctrine of indi- 
vidualism, which implies the right of each person to control his own 
actions as long as he does not seriously interfere with the liberty or the 
actions of others. Individualism asserts the right of each person to 
“life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.” Individualism is inti- 
mately associated with the concept of freedom: the freedom of each per- 
son to choose his own religion, absolute freedom of thought, freedom of 
speech and of writing within the widest possible range, and the freedom 
of each person to choose, without governmental interference, the occu- 
pation or profession which most appeals to him. Individualism implies 
belief in and respect for private property, the right of each person to 
control his own belongings as long as such control does not seriously 
interfere with the economic welfare of his fellow citizens. 

Clearly, individualism is quite distinct from democracy, even though 
the two doctrines are not necessarily incompatible. It would be per- 
fectly possible to have a regime which is completely democratic and yet 
which ignores all the doctrines and claims of individualism. Democ- 
racy, after all, is majority rule, and individualism asserts that even the 
majority has no right to claim complete domination over the actions of 
minority groups nor over the actions of a single individual. In a coun- 
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try which is overwhelmingly Catholic, a popularly elected assembly 
might well pass a law forcing all citizens to join the Catholic Church. 
Such a law would be thoroughly democratic, but it would be contrary to 
the tenets of individualism. In like manner, a country the vast major- 
ity of whose citizens were non-smokers might, through a popular refer- 
endum, pass a law prohibiting the use of tobacco by all persons. Such 
a law would be democratic, but here ^gain it would be in direct opposi- 
tion to the principles of individualism. 

There are different types and degrees of individualism, just as there 
are different types and degrees of democracy. Some radical individual- 
ists, such as Thomas Jefferson, insisted that the government should not 
embark upon any program of '"public improvement,” such as the build- 
ing of roads or bridges; but most later liberals believe that such activity 
on the part of the government does not seriously interfere with individ- 
ual liberties. Some liberals have iiivsisted that individualism implies 
the doctrine that the government shall not own or operate any economic 
enterprise. Other liberals, and they are in the majority, believe that 
the governmental ownership and operation of such institutions as the 
post office, of the parcel post, of postal savings banks, or even, as in 
Ei^land, of tlie telephone and telegraph systems, does not go contrary 
to the basic principles of individualism. Some liberals, such as the 
members of the Manchester school in England and of the Liberty League 
in America, have been convinced that individualism should be identified 
with laissez faire, the doctrine that the government should in no way 
interfere with the economic life of its citizens. Other liberals insist 
that true individualism not only permits but requires a certain amount 
of governmental regulation of economic and industrial life, on the 
ground that under the system of laissez faire the private individual be- 
comes a slave to the great capitalistic tiusts and hence ceases to have 
real freedom of action. 

But though there is thus marked difference of opinion as to the exact 
meaning and scope of individualism, all persons who claim to be lib- 
erals are agreed as to their ultimate ideal, however much they disagree 
as to the means to secure this ideal. This ultimate ideal is the greatest 
possible real freedom for the individual citizen. Even the groups which 
insist upon governmental control in the economic sphere are zealous in 
their defense of freedom of thought, of speech, and of writing. Such 
persons argue that even as regards economic life their aim is the protec- 
tion of the liberty of the average private citizen from the domination of 
minority groups. Above everything, all sections of liberal opinion in- 
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sist that the welfare of the individual citizens must be regarded as the 
goal of political activity rather than the welfare of the state of which 
these citizens form a part. To the liberals, in other words, the state 
must be regarded not as an end in itself but merely as a means to an end. 
In consequence, to the liberal it seems completely wrong for the indi- 
vidual to be subordinated to or sacrificed for the state. Rather must 
the state be patterned and run to make for the welfare of the individuals 
who compose it. 

H liberalism is thus a combination of the two principles of democracy 
and individualism, we may likewise say that the Fascist tradition is an 
expression of the two opposing principles of autocracy or authoritarian- 
ism and of state worship or etatism. The principle of authoritarianism 
is the direct opposite of the principle of democracy. There have been 
and still are many different versions of the authoritarian creed, just as 
there are many different forms of democracy; but all forms of authori- 
tarianism agree in rejecting majority rule and in substituting for it a 
strong, forceful government centered in a single person, a comparatively 
small group of persons, or, at the most, in a minority group or party. 
During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries authoritarianism found 
its most notable expression in the doctrine of the divine right of kings, 
the idea that all ultimate authority rests not with the people but with 
God, and that God has delegated much of his temporal power to princes 
and kings, who must, therefore, be blindly followed and obeyed. 

In modern times the doctrine of the divine right of kings has lost all 
its popular appeal, but in its place there have arisen several other forms 
gf authoritarianism. Some of these forms stress the pragmatic or utili- 
tarian virtues of dictatorship as contrasted with democratic control. 
The followers of this type of authoritarianism emphasize the idea that 
democracy is weak, vacillating, and corrupt as opposed to the strong and 
efficient government that follows from the rule of a single individual 
vested with complete control. Other authoritarians stress the natural 
inequality of men, the fact that some persons are inherently and innately 
more intelligent and generally worth-while than others, and argue that 
it is better for the state to be run by the wise and industrious few than 
by the stupid and indolent many. Not infrequently these two types of 
authoritarianism are combined, as in the writings of Carlyle, where the 
doctrine is emphasized that the stupid many should be led by the wise 
few, but that in addition, for the sake of efficiency, the wise few in turn 
should be controlled by one all-powerful leader. 

If authoritarianism is the opposite of democracy, so is etatism the 
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opposite of individualism. The word etatism comes, of course, from the 
French term etaty meaning state, and the word etatism implies political 
emphasis upon and devotion to the state as opposed to the private in- 
dividual. It would be perfectly possible to speak of statism instead of 
etatism except for the fact that the word state, especially in America, 
has been identified with certain self-governing local units as opposed to 
the Federal Union; as a result the term statism seems to be associated 
with the historic doctrine of ^‘States* Rights” rather than with devotion 
to the all-inclusive political unit. Hence, in spite of many disadvan- 
tages, we must be content to use the term etatism when we wish to indi- 
cate the body of doctrines which stands in violent opposition to all forms 
of individualism. All etatists are agreed that the state is something 
higher and greater than the individual citizens who compose it. All 
etatists likewise agree that the state is not the means to an end (such as 
the welfare of its citizens) but an end in itself, and that to promote the 
welfare of the state all individual interests must be subordinated and if 
necessary sacrificed. To the etatists it seems clear that it is perfectly 
right and proper for the individual to be subordinated to the family; the 
family, in turn, to the local community; and the local community, 
finally, to the supreme unit, the national state. 

Because of their emphasis upon the state and their rejection of in- 
dividual rights, the etatists insist that the state not only may but should 
curb the speech and the actions and even the thoughts of its citizens, 
when such speech, action, or thought is contrary to the aims which the 
state sets for itself. To the etatist, not only should the state for its own 
benefit abolish all pretense at freedom of speech, freedom of the press, 
and the right of free association, but it should also set rigid limits to 
religious toleration lest devotion to the doctrines of a church interfere 
with devotion to the dictates of the state. Even the spread of philo- 
sophical or scientific doctrines must be closely watched and, if neces- 
sary, stopped if these doctrines appear inconsistent with the intellectual 
ideas which have been established by the state. The thoroughgoing 
etatists, and there are many such persons, go even further and insist 
that the state must exercise a rigid censorship over literary, artistic, and 
musical movements on the ground that widespread acceptance of certain 
literary, artistic, and musical ideals might injure the morale of the 
populace and thus indirectly injure the power and prestige of the state. 

It goes without saying that the etatists are vociferous in their claim 
that the state must exercise strict supervision and control over the 
economic activity of its citizens. On this point it should be noted that 
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there is a sharp difference between the etatists and those liberals who 
are willing to accept the regulation of commerce and industry by the 
government. The liberal has as his ultimate aim the welfare of the 
private individual and to assure this welfare he is willing to have the 
state curb the activity of trusts, monopolies, or other agents of organ 
ized capital. The elatist, on the other hand, is concerned not with the 
individual but with the state, and believes that the state should set up 
and protect the economic organization which is most suited to its own 
needs. According to the etatist creed, if the state were to find that a 
socialistic regime (government ownership and operation of industry) 
were beneficial to its own interests, it should unhesitatingly adopt such 
a regime. It is only because the etatists are convinced that the state 
does not benefit from socialism that they reject the socialist creed. In 
like manner, the etatists argue that if the state would benefit by thor- 
oughgoing laissez faire, it should hold to this system, no matter how 
much the individual citizens might suffer. But in point of fact most 
etatists are agreed that the state does best for itself when it combines 
the principles of private enterprise and state regulation, and this type of 
organization has become characteristic of etatist regimes. 

There are, of course, many different types and degrees of etatism. 
There is the milk-and-water type advocated by certain nineteenth cen- 
tury philosophers, differing from certain types of liberalism only by the 
special reverence paid to the state, which would still grant to the indi- 
vidual a certain amount of responsibility and freedom. In the twentieth 
century, on the other hand, we have seen the rise of thoroughgoing or 
radical etatism, generally known as totalitarianism. The totalitarian 
creed is best (expressed in a phrase of Mus.sol ini’s, “all is in the state and 
for the state; nothing outside the state, nothing against the state.” 
This phiase is especially directed against the old liberal doctrine that 
political life is only one aspect, even though an important aspect, of 
human life and activity. To the liberal, economic activity, cultural 
activity, religious activity, and social activity are also important and at 
the same time separate and independent phases of human life. To the 
totalitarians such an idea is anathema. To them the state and its ac- 
companiment, political activity, is the be-all and end-all of human 
existence. The state to them includes but transcends all lesser phases 
of human life, so that such things as economics, or philosophy, or art are 
only subordinate aspects of the attributes and functions of the state. 

From the point of view of pure reason it would appear that there is 
no necessary connection between authoritarianism and etatism. It 
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would be perfectly possible to have an authoritarian state (i.e., one con- 
trolled by a small aristocracy or by a single person) which allowed the 
private citizen a great deal of individual freedom. Such in fact was the 
type of state dreamed of by the Italian philosopher, Vilfredo Pareto. 
In like manner it would be perfectly possible to have an etatist, even a 
totalitarian regime which was controlled by the bulk of the people and 
thus formed a democracy. Such in fact is the type of state dreamed of 
by many socialists both in ancient and modern times. It so happens, 
however, that just as liberalism grew up as a combination of the two 
doctrines of democracy and individualism, so has the Fascist tradition 
grown up as a combination of the two doctrines of authoritarianism and 
etatism. Fascism and its cousin. National Socialism, can only be under- 
stood when this fact is kept clearly in mind. 

The Fascist tradition, the principal object of our present study, is 
thus seen to be authoritarianism plus etatism, but if we would get be- 
yond the mere matter of definition and seek to understand the real 
essence of the Favseist creed, we must transcend formal definition and 
seek to interpret many of its less open and obvious undertones. This 
can only be done by an examination of the origin and slow development 
of the Fascist ideology. Above all, if the liberals are to combat Fas- 
cism with any chance of success, they must be aware not only of what 
the Fascist creed is, but also of some of the arguments used by the 
Fascists to bolster up their creed. If a democratic power is forced to 
enter into armed conflict with a totalitarian power, it is essential that 
the democratic power become fully informed of the type of cannon, 
tanks, and aeroplanes which may be used against it. In like manner, in 
the ideological conflict between liberalism and Fascism (and such a con- 
flict is already under way) it is essential that the defenders of liberalism 
become aware of the types of argument which are used by the Fascists 
to win converts to their cause. If this is not done the liberal leaders 
may wake up one morning and find that because of enemy propaganda 
a large proportion of their following has gone over to the other camp. 

It is then with the aim of giving liberals an historical interpretation 
of the Fascist (or F'ascist-Nazi) ideology, and of elucidating the main 
arguments which have been used by the Fascist philosophers in support 
of their cause, that the present work has been undertaken. 

NOTE TO CHAPTER ONE 

1. Consider such persons as Frangois Hotman, the author of Franco-Gallia, written 
in 1573. 
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The Effect of the Reformation upon 
Political Philosophy 


THE LEGACY OF THE MIDDLE AGES 

Fascism in the broader sense of the term means, as we have seen, belief 
in hierarchic authority as opposed to democracy, combined with belief 
in the supremacy of the state as opposed to the supremacy of the indi- 
vidual. Such being the case it is not difficult to find for the Fascist 
tradition a long and distinguished genealogy. We find writers advocat- 
ing these doctrines or similar doctrines throughout the Middle Ages, in 
the days of the Roman Empire, and even in the days of classic Greece. 
We have, in fact, in Plato's Republic one of the world’s most brilliant 
expositions of the theory that the community should completely domi- 
nate the private citizen, coupled with the doctrine that control over the 
community should rest, not with the vulgar mob, but with a small 
specially gifted minority. 

It is, however, more accurate to say that Fascism, certainly in the 
narrower sense of the word, started in the sixteenth century at the time 
of the Reformation, if only because Fascism is intimately associated 
with devotion to the idea of the national state (as opposed to ot her forms 
of community life) and the very notion of the national state emerged 
into public consciousness only after and largely as the result of the 
Reformation. In the period of classical antiquity, political thought 
was concerned either with the small city-state or with a world empire. 
The Middle Ages continued this tradition. In fact, during this period 
the idea of world empire was even more dominant than it had been 
during the classical period. 

Europe was, to be sure, broken up into a vast number of small political 
units, but this very complexity served to make men strive after unity 
and base their speculation upon the notion that after all Christendom 
was but a single entity. During this period the very word state was 
unknown. The political unit was the Respublica, or the Commonwealth, 
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and the Christian Commonwealth” was held to include all the peoples 
of Western Europe. 

For the idea of separate, completely independent states to command 
general attention, it was necessary to overthrow the three concepts 
which had dominated all political thought from the fifth to the fifteenth 
century. One of these was the concept that the pope was and should 
be the supreme arbiter of all Christians, whatever their nationality. 
The second was that the ” Emperor,” the ruler of the “Holy Roman 
Empire,” had a claim to overlordship of the lesser princes of Europe. 
The third was the concept underlying feudalism, the notion that inside 
each kingdom there existed many persons possessing certain inalienable 
political rights and privileges which could not legally be ignored by the 
ruler of the realm. 

Since the days of St. Augustine in the fifth century A.D., the inhabit- 
ants of Western Europe had come to regard the commonwealth as a 
church-state, having as citizens all those who professed the Catholic 
faith. The church was not merely the clergy or the ecclesiastical 
hierarchy, but the whole body of Christians in whatever country they 
might reside. But though the church included both clergy and laity, 
it was to be governed by the clerical hierarchy, and more especially by 
the pope, the Bishop of Rome, who had ultimate jurisdiction over all 
ecclesiastical affairs. 

Jurisdiction over ecclesiastical affairs meant, of course, among other 
things, control over church property wherever it might lie. Normally 
all church properly was exempt from regulation or even taxation by 
the secular rulers. The amount of land thus withdrawn from seculai 
jurisdiction varied from time to time and from country to country, 
but alw^ays included a considerable portion of the land in each king- 
dom. 

Members of the clergy, moreover, were held to be beyond the juris- 
diction of the secular courts. Whatever offense a priest had committed, 
he should be tried, it was believed, only by the ecclesiastical courts, all 
of which in the long run were subject to papal control. All members of 
the clergy, therefore, enjoyed what would now be called extraterritorial 
privileges wherever they happened to reside. 

The ecclesiastical courts, moreover, had jurisdiction not only over the 
persons of the clergy, but in all cases where a matter of canon law was 
involved. This came to mean that even the laity were forced to bring 
their cases to the ecclesiastical courts in a great many instances, includ- 
ing all cases involving problems of marriage and testaments and many 



THE EFFECT OF THE REFORMATION 

cases of what would now be called commercial law because of the 
church’s claim to judge the crime of “usury.” 

The church, and thereby the pope, was considered the guardian not 
only of faith but also of morals; hence, the laws of any country which 
touched upon the moral life of any private citizen, to be valid had to be 
in accordance with “divine law” as interpreted by the papal decretals. 

Last but not least, the pope was held to have ultimate control over 
the temporal rulers themselves. Many rulers, such as King John of 
England and the Kings of Aragon, held their thrones as immediate 
vassals of the pope. But even over other monarchs, in less direct sub- 
jection, the pope had far-reaching powers. In case of need the pope 
could not only excommunicate a refractory ruler, but he could also 
secure the deposition of this monarch by releasing the latter’s subjects 
from their oath of allegiance. The Middle Ages are full of instances of 
proud and headstrong kings being forced to bow to papal orders lest 
they lose their thrones. In fact, as Figgis has pointed out, 

In the Middle Ages the Church was not a State, it was the State; the State 
or rather the Civil Authority (for a separate society was not recognised) was 
merely the police department of the Church. The latter took over from the 
Roman Empire its theory of the absolute and universal jurisdiction of the 
supreme authority and developed it into the doctrine of the plenitudo potesiatis 
of the Pope, who was the supreme dispenser of law, the fountain of honor, 
including regal honor, and the sole legitimate earthly source of power.^ 

As a result of this doctrine it was believed that the state was not a 
separate organization in contrast with the church, and hence did not 
possess inherent rights of its own. Rather was it held that the church 
and the state formed but a single community, with two sets of officers, 
one secular, the other spiritual. Needless to say, the clergy held that 
ultimate control over this community rested with the spiritual officers. 

Even with regard to the secular rulers it was generally believed that 
all the rulers of Christendom constituted, at least in theory, but one 
vast hierarchy, at the apex of which was the Holy Roman Emperor. 

This belief was, of course, but little more than a relic of the prestige 
which had once been enjoyed by the Roman Empire of antiquity. 
At one time the whole of the western world had in fact been dominated 
by Rome and the Roman emperors. The downfall of the western 
branch of the Roman Empire, as the result of barbarian invasions, had, 
of course, brought this “universal” dominion to an end. But the 
Roman Empire as an ideal persisted for many centuries after it had 
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ceased to exist in fact. The kings of the Goths, the Burgundians, and 
the Lombards insisted upon ruling their subjects as they saw fit, but 
most of them felt that in some way or other they and their kingdoms 
were still inside and a part of the Roman Empire. 

Just as the belief in the empire was slowly fading from the western 
world it was revived by the rise to supremacy over Western Europe of 
Charlemagne, and his assumption (in 800 A.D.) of the title of emperor. 
For a brief period most of the peoples of the West were again reunited 
under the rulership of a single monarch who claimed to be the legitimate 
successor of the ancient Caesars. 

Under the descendants of Charlemagne the newly reconstructed 
empire soon fell to pieces, and Europe was again broken up into a 
number of hostile kingdoms, but the tradition of the empire and its 
claim to universal dominion persisted. In 962, Otto, Duke of the Saxons, 
assumed the titles and dignities of emperor, and from that time until 
1806 the Holy Roman Empire continued uninterruptedly to maintain 
a legal existence. 

It is easy to say with Voltaire that this new Holy Roman Empire was 
neither holy, nor Roman, nor an empire. It is true that most of the 
emperors found it impossible to maintain order or exercise control even 
over the regions which acknowledged their supremacy. It is true that, 
at the best of times, the empire included within its actual boundaries 
only the Germans and Italians, and that neither Otto nor his successors 
were ever able to secure jurisdiction over the Spaniards, or the English, 
or even over the bulk of the French-speaking peoples. 

Nevertheless, the legend that the emperor was superior to all other 
secular monarchs lasted for many centuries and dominated much of the 
literature of the Middle Ages. In the fourteenth century the empire 
was so weak that it was unable to control half the lands nominally 
subject to it, yet at this very time we find Dante composing a book 
{De Monarchia) in praise of the empire as a symbol of world dominion, 
giving peace and order to all men. The popes were frequently in violent 
conflict with the emperors on points of policy, yet Pope Boniface VHI, 
one of the most arrogant occupants of the papal throne, in rebuking the 
King of France for claiming to have no superior, reminds this monarch 
that legally the French are and ought to be subject to the emperor. 
The writings of the celebrated William of Occam are further evidence 
that it was frequently, though erroneously, held that the emperor had 
inalienable rights over the French monarchs. 

England never formed part of the empire of Charlemagne, and its 
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monarchs were naturally never willing to subject themselves to the 
later less powerful emperors. Nevertheless, “the fact that an ignorant 
writer in the fourteenth century [the author of the Mirror of Justice] 
can declare that a statute which he dislikes is invalid because it has 
received no confirmation from the Emperor is evidence, not of the truth 
of his statement, but of the existence in men’s minds of some lingering 
belief ... in the Imperial claims to sovereignty.” ^ 

If the claims of the individual state to complete independence were 
lessened by the counter claims of the popes and emperors from without, 
its assertion of complete jurisdiction was equally weakened from within 
by the hereditary rights and privileges of the feudal nobility. 

We in the twentieth century tacitly assume that each state has com- 
plete jurisdiction over all persons within its boundaries — that the state 
has the power to make and enforce any laws it pleases; that it has the 
right to levy any taxes it pleases; that the execution of justice is its 
monopoly, and that all courts shall be state courts; that all armed forces 
are either directly or indirectly under its command. 

In the Middle Ages each and every one of these propositions would 
have been considered absurd, both theoretically aud practically. In 
each kingdom a certain amount of land remained “crown land,” 
directly subject to the king. In this region, and in this region alone, 
the monarch might raise taxes, appoint administrative and judicial 
officials, raise an army, and exercise what we may call legislative rights. 

The greater part of the territory in each state, however, was handed 
over as fiefs to one or another of the members of the nobility. Each one 
of these fiefs might be, and frequently was, further broken up into 
lesser fiefs which w^ere handed on to members of the lesser nobility, and 
so on indefinitely. Each fief-holder was, of course, bound to do homage 
to his immediate superior, so that the king at the top of the pyramid 
nominally enjoyed suzerainty directly or indirectly over all his subjects. 
But in most cases this suzerainty was more theoretical than real, and 
even theoretically was hedged by many restrictions. 

In most instances the relations between each vassal and his overlord 
were regulated by a specific contract, sometimes written, sometimes 
merely verbal or traditional, but equally valid. The fief-holder was 
bound to perform certain specific obligations, but these obligations were 
strictly limited, and the overlord could not ask for services other than 
those specified or implied in the contract. The contracts differed widely 
.in individual instances, so that it was impossible for the monarch to 
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make any general legislation for his subjects. Any law which he might 
make might be consonant with some contracts but not with others. 

In nearly all cases it was considered the duty of the fief-holder to 
assemble his own subordinates as a military force when his overlord 
was endangered. At the same time, the fief-holder retained the right 
to lead the force thus assembled, so that the feudal levies remained 
private and semi-independent armies. Not infrequently the vassal 
could and would claim that his overlord had broken the contract binding 
them. On such occasions the military force at the command of the fief- 
holder would be used not in defense of but directly against the overlord. 

In many of the countries dominated by the feudal principle, the 
jurisdiction of the king’s courts was held to be confined to the territory 
immediately subject to the crown. In each of the larger and more im- 
portant fiefs, the vassal meted out his own justice. In like manner, 
the king's administrative officials had no control over the feudal do- 
mains, each vassal having his own administrative hierarchy, as far as 
such an organization was needed. 

Taxation in the modern sense of the term was impossible, for each 
fief was held on a basis of fixed rental. On accepting his fief, each vassal 
bound himself to render each year or on certain special occasions a 
specified payment, either in money or in goods. This return was usually 
very small, frequently almost nominal, yet the overlord had no right to 
demand a larger payment unless the vassal voluntarily consented. 

It should be noted that feudal rights, which at first lay almost ex- 
clusively in the hands of the nobility, soon came to be shared by many 
to\vns and cities. Partly by purchase, partly by peaceful usurpation, 
partly by the use of armed force, many of the European municipalities 
freed themselves from the control of the neighboring feudal lord and 
became "free cities,” possessing their own rights in judicial, adminis- 
trative, and financial matters, and subject only to the supreme overlord- 
ship of the king or emperor. 

In the period between the thirteenth and sixteenth centuries there 
was a slow but steady decline of feudalism. In the Holy Roman 
Empire the major vassals retained most of their rights, but in the other 
countries of Europe the power of the crown grew steadily in strength 
at the expense of the individual vassal. 

Nonetheless the feudal nobility and the burghers of the free cities re- 
tained collectively many of the rights and privileges which they had 
lost individually. The nobles as a class and the burghers as a class fre- 
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quently enjoyed certain judicial and financial immunities. Some of 
these immunities were to have important political consequences, one 
of the most significant being the growth of representative assemblies — 
the Cortes in Spain, the States-General in France, the Reichstag in 
Germany, and Parliament in England. 

In earlier days it had been held that the king could increase taxation 
only by obtaining the consent of each of his vassals individually. It 
now came to be believed that the action of the majority of the vassals 
could bind the minority. Hence if the king were in financial straits he 
would summon his principal vassals or their representatives and ask 
for grants in aid. The voting of such grants was the principal function 
of these early assemblies, but not infrequently the assemblies would 
consent to an increase in taxation only on condition that the king 
promised to make or revoke some particular law. As a result, as time 
went on, the assemblies came to exercise considerable influence upon 
legislation. 

We must look upon these early assemblies as the germ of the demo- 
cratic institutions of modern times. But it must not be forgotten that 
in origin these asvscmblies were essentially aristocratic. They repre- 
sented, not the people of each country, but the country’s privileged 
classes, intent upon preserving their own rights and immunities. 

THE RESULTS OF THE REFORMATION 

The political developments, theoretical and practical, of the sixteenth 
century were to result in sweeping away most of the concepts, and in 
radically modifying most of the institutions which had thus dominated 
Europe during the Middle Ages. 

The Reformation and its consequence — the splitting-up of Christen- 
dom into a number of rival, conflicting churches — destroyed the con- 
cept that all Europe formed but a single community. It dcstioyed the 
concept that the pope was to be regarded as the supreme arbiter over 
all the countries of Christendom. Indirectly it destroyed the concept 
that the church was the ultimate master of human affairs. Before the 
Reformation the state had been the handmaiden of the church ; after the 
Reformation most churches became the handmaidens of the state. 

The Reformation, or at least the political consequences of the Refor- 
mation, likewise destroyed the old romantic ideas which had grown 
around the title and 'office of emperor of the Holy Roman Empire. 
Though the pope and emperor had frequently fought desperately with 
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one another, the two offices were closely associated in mediaeval ideol- 
ogy. One was the supreme spiritual ruler, the other, in theory at least, 
the supreme temporal ruler of the Christian Commonwealth. With 
the break-up of this Christian Commonwealth into many different 
states, the very notion of a supreme temporal ruler became ridiculous. 

The fact that the Reformation began in Germany, the heart of the 
old Holy Roman Empire, had enormous and disastrous consequences 
to the position and powers of the emperor. Had the emperor succeeded 
in crushing the Reformation in Germany, or, on the other hand, had he 
accepted Lutheranism and imposed it upon the whole of Germany, his 
office would probably have maintained its ancient prestige. But as the 
result of innumerable conflicts it came to be accepted that each of the 
German princes had the right to choose what religion he pleased and 
the further right to impose this religion upon his own subjects. In 
consequence of this condition the claim of the emperor to exercise 
jurisdiction over all Germany was manifestly absurd. And if the 
emperor were only a shadow figure in Germany, how could he possibly 
be regarded as the supreme lord of the whole of Europe? 

The Reformation thus had as one of its principal consequences the 
freeing of the temporal ruler of each state from all superior international 
controls. Equally important among the political developments of this 
period was the tendency to strengthen the control which each temporal 
ruler undertook to exercise over all his subjects. Those few feudal 
privileges, shackles upon the supremacy of kings, which had survived 
until the beginning of the sixteenth century, rapidly disappeared in the 
following decades. Even the rights and prerogatives of the nobility 
and the burghers as a group tended to dwindle in importance, and those 
prerogatives which were maintained came to be regarded, not as inalien- 
iible rights, but as grants of immunity given by the king, the source of 
all power. 

The right of the king to legislate for all his subjects; the right of the 
royal courts to exercise jurisdiction over all citizens, irrespective of 
rank; the right of the king to maintain administrative officials in all 
portions of his realm; the right of the king to command all the armed 
forces of the kingdom — all these rights were universally accepted. 
In most European countries it was also believed that the king should 
have the right to tax his subjects as he pleased. 

Apart from England, which in many ways occupies a special position, 
even the representative assemblies which had played such important 
roles during the later Middle Ages continually dwindled in power. In 
several instances they entirely disappeared. 
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It is in Spain that we find the first traces of representative government 
in mediaeval times. There was a Cortes in Aragon and Castile many 
decades before there was a Parliament in England. Yet in the sixteenth 
century we find that the Cortes convened less and less often, and in the 
end its very existence was forgotten. The meeting of the States-General 
of France in 1614 was the last before the reconvening of this assembly 
on the eve of the French Revolution. The representative assembly of 
Denmark was abolished in 1660; that of Portugal in 1674. At about 
the same time the assemblies (Landtage) of most of the principalities 
inside Germany gradually ceased to function. In all these cases supreme 
legislative power was transferred from the assembly to the monarch. 

What was the reason for this rather astonishing political transforma- 
tion? It is clear that there were not one but many underlying causes. 
The Reformation had at least an indirect influence upon this develop- 
ment, for the reformers, if only to undermine the position of the papacy, 
had been forced to strevss the majesty and importance of kings. It was 
partly due to the revival of Roman law throughout Western Europe, 
tor Roman law as codified under Justinian presupposed the supremacy 
of the emperor over all his subjects, and accepted as a fundamental 
postulate, quod princeps voluit legis vigorem habet: “the will of the prince 
has the force of law.” 

Radical changes in economic conditions also tended to strengthen the 
kings and weaken the assemblies. In the Middle Ages the monarchs 
had been almost entirely dependent upon land taxes, and as we have 
seen, these taxes could normally be increased only with the consent of 
the estates of the realm, or the assembly. But with the discovery of 
America and the opening of the sea routes to Asia, the kings acquired 
many new sources of income, most of them independent of the \\|ill of 
the assemblies. 

The collection of customs dues, the sale of commercial rights and 
monopolies, the tribute sent by colonies or outlying possessions, often 
became the major items in the national exchequer. In most cases the 
money from these sources flowed directly into the royal coffers and way 
not subject to parliamentary control. The silver from the mines of the 
Indies alone (or rather that portion paid to the crown as royalty) was 
sufficient to make the Spanish monarchs financially independent of the 
grants of their Cortes. With the passing of exclusive financial control, 
the assemblies slowly but surely lost all political control. 

Last but not least, the growth of the royal power in the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries must be regarded as in large measure a popular, 
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in fact, a democratic movement. The rights of the assemblies meant 
not the rights of the people as a whole, but rather the rights of certain 
privileged classes. The average man was inclined to believe that the 
yoke which would be laid upon him by the king would be less onerous 
than the yoke already laid upon him by the nobility or the closed cor- 
porations which controlled the cities. The increase of the royal powers 
meant a decrease in the rights of the local lord, who was frequently very 
cordially hated. In many cases of internal conflict, the issue was not 
between the king and his people, but between the king and the people 
on one side and the nobles and privileged burghers on the other. 

It is in the light of these conditions that the political philosophy of the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries must be examined. 

MARTIN LUTHER 

The Reformation, as we have seen, had important and far-reaching 
effects upon the political institutions of Western Europe. It is therefore 
imperative that we examine some of the political ideas of the leaders of 
the Reformation movement. It is well known that the leaders in the 
Reform or Protestant movement differed radically among themselves 
regarding theological matters. It is of importance to note that they 
also differed regarding political matters, and that these differences 
finally led to the rise of separate and opposed political philosophies. 

If our main task were to study the rise of the liberal tradition, we 
should have to devote som^ time to an analysis of the political ideas of 
John Calvin and of his disciples, the Huguenots of France, and the 
Presbyterians of Scotland. We should also have to deal at length 
with the political ideas which inspired the English Puritans. Though 
neither the Calvinists nor the Puritans were liberals in the modern 
sense of the word, the development of their political ideas eventually 
led to the establishment of the liberal tradition. 

Since, however. Our principal interest is a study of the early precursors 
of Fascist ideology, we must turn our attention to some of the other 
leaders in the Protestant movement, more especially to the political ideas 
formulated by Martin Luther and the Lutherans on the one hand, and 
those formulated by Henry VIII and the early Anglican divines on the 
other. Though the Lutherans and the Anglicans differed radically from 
one another in many essential respects in theology and in politics, both 
movements agreed in stressing the importance of the national state and 
the need for strong authoritarian government within this state. 
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Not dissimilar to the ideas put forth by the Lutherans and the 
Anglicans were the political theories of the leaders of the Gallican 
movement in France. Though the Galileans remained Catholics and 
hence theologically were in opposition both to the Lutherans and the 
Anglicans, in political philosophy they assumed a position closely 
analogous to that of Luther and Henry VIII, and this position led to 
the same political consequences. 

In many ways the political philosophy of Martin T.uther (1483-1546) 
must be regarded as an amazing paradox. Luther started with a plea 
for reform in the concept of the church and ended with a reform in the 
concept of the state. He started with a plea for individual liberty and 
for freedom of conscience; }Tt his doctrines led directly to a belief in the 
divine right of kings and to the belief that monarchs have a right to 
dictate religious dogmas to the private individual. He started as an 
internationalist with a message to the peoples of all nations: he ended 
by formulating the doctrine of all-powerful national states in perpetual 
antagonism to one another. He started with the doctrine of tLe basic 
equality of all men, and ended with the doctrine that all men should be 
subject to the iron will of their secular lord. 

To the student of the Fascist tradition Luther is of importance 
largely because his doctrine led to the freeing of the state from all 
ecclesiastical control. Prior to Luther the state was generally regarded 
as subordinate to the church; it was generally held that no state law 
was valid if it was contrary to canon or church law; it was generally 
held that temporal magistrates were inferior to the members of the 
ecclesiastical hierarchy and that temporal magistrates must obey the 
commands issued by the ecclesiastical hierarchy. As long as such 
notions were common it was impossible for the state to be considered 
the all-important element in human activity. In other words, it was 
impossible for etatism to flourish as a political philosophy. 

Luther broke the power of the church over the state by his insistence 
upon the idea that the true church, the only church to which the pious 
Christian should pay any attention, is the church invisible, rather 
than the church visible. To the mediaeval mind the church was a 
visible community, consisting of all professing Christians, ministered 
to by priests with certain special sacramental powers, and ruled over 
by an ecclesiastical hierarchy at the apex of which stood the pope. 
To Luther the real or true church was an invisible, intangible group of 
men who were under the direct rulership of God. To Luther only a 
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fraction of those persons who professed Christianity were members of 
this true church. As the true church was the church invisible, it was 
obviously impossible for this church to be formally organized or for it 
to have any control over temporal affairs. 

After the pope had excommunicated him from the visible church, 
Luther denied all power and jurisdiction to the Bishop of Rome and 
the whole church hierarchy. Along with the rejection of the traditional 
powers of the organized church there went a complete denial of the 
validity of canon law and of the powers of the ecclesiastical courts 
which had enforced this law. Logically enough there followed the 
denial of all intrinsic sacerdotal privilege. No man had the right to 
claim any supernatural power. Every true Christian was a priest. — 
which meant that in the old sense of the word no man was a priest. 

The direct politieal consequences of these views were far-reaching 
and, to Luther’s contemporaries, startling. No longer did the pope 
have the right to excommunicate or depose a secular ruler. No longer 
need a secular ruler tremble before the decrees of a very visible organ- 
ization which claimed the right to review and condemn the actions of 
all men who ruled merely with material power. The clergy, who for- 
merly had been subject only to the papal courts, were henceforth to be 
subject to the temporal rulers. Ecclesiastical courts, which formerly 
had competed in jurisdiction with secular courts, were to be disbanded. 
Questions of marriage and of testaments, which had once been a matter 
of church law, were to be decided in accordance with the law of the land. 

Of even greater significance was the fact that Luther decided that 
instead of letting the visible church control the state, it was the duty 
of the state to control the visible church. To Luther the visible church 
was not, of course, the true church, but after all it was necessary to 
have some type of visible church, with church buildings and ecclesiasti- 
cal ceremonies, in order to lead men to the invisible church. Now the 
visible church was obviously concerned more with outward than with 
inward or spiritual things, and it was therefore only right and proper 
for the temporal authorities to exercise control over it. In the old 
days the material phases of the church had been controlled by the 
ecclesiastical hierarchy, but Luther had destroyed this hierarchy as far 
as the evangelical churches went, and he had no intention of restoi- 
ing it. Among the followers of Calvin, control over the visible church 
was vested in synods, constituted on a semi-democratic basis, but 
Luther had an innate distrust of democratic institutions and would not 
permit this development to take place among his own followers. As a 
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result, ultimate control over ecclesiastical affairs came to be vested in 
the temporal ruler of each state which accepted the Lutheran doctrine. 
The prince of each state became the “supreme bishop” of all Lutheran 
communities within his realm, and direct control over the churches was 
vested in a consistory whose members were appointed by the prince. 
In most Lutheran countries the salary of the clergy was paid directly 
by the state, and the vast majority of the parochial clergy received 
their appointments by government nomination. 

During the early portion of his career as a leader of the Protestant 
movement, Luther argued that faith and, through faith, membership 
in the Kingdom of God or the church invisible were personal matters 
that could not be inspired by secular action, but only by the secret action 
of God. As a result of this doctrine it was claimed that the extirpation 
of heresy and the promulgation of orthodoxy were no part of the func- 
tion of the state. Later events were to change this attitude. The 
doctrinal* extravagances of some of the lesser Protestant leaders, es- 
pecially of the group known as Anabaptists, led to widespread social 
unrest, and this in turn forced Luther to adopt a far less tolerant atti- 
tude. If it was impossible for the state to insure right faith, it was at 
least possible for it to put down doctrines which were in open contra- 
diction to right faith. It became the duty of the state to crush the 
Anabaptists on the one hand and to prevent the public performance of 
Catholic rites on the other. As time went on the doctrine that the state 
had supreme power in religious matters became more and more empha- 
sized in Lutheran circles. It came to be believed that it was the duty 
of the state to enforce membership at least in the visible church amongst 
its citizens. Not only could the temporal ruler force his subjects to 
make public profession of the orthodox Lutheran creed, but after 
Luther’s death it became more and more possible for the temporal ruler 
to lay down the law as to what did and what did not constitute orthodox 
Lutheranism. 

The power of the secular authority, or in other words of the state, 
was greatly magnified by Luther’s ideas regarding the nature and func- 
tion of the church. In addition to this Luther had other doctrines which 
tended to elevate the power and prestige of the temporal authorities. 
In disagreement with Aristotle, Luther did not look upon the state as 
“natural,” that is, as the result of the normal functioning of man. 
With St. Augustine he regarded the state, or at least the need of the 
state, as the result of sin. Before the Fall of Adam and Eve from the 
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Garden of Eden, man had no need of political organization, but because 
of the frailty and wickedness which prevailed after the Fall, it was 
necessary to proviae man with a stern discipline, to place over him 
rulers who would punish him for his crimes and forcibly prevent him 
from committing further crimes. As the result of this altitude Luther 
tended to regard governments and rulers as necessary evils. At times 
he seemed to look upon princes as he might upon executioners and 
hangmen — disagreeable persons who fulfill a useful, in fact, an indis- 
pensable purpose. As jailers and hangmen are frequently undesirable 
persons socially, so Luther was prepared to admit that princes are not 
uncommonly “the biggest fools and the worst knaves in creation.” 

But in spite of this attitude Luther was convinced that temporal 
government is divine in origin, receiving its authority directly from 
God. Government may be an evil, but it is necessary, and it is part 
of God’s plan for crushing all other evils. Princes may be fools and 
knaves, but they have been delegated by God to rule, and must be 
blindly obeyed. The theory that temporal authority is derived directly 
from God is, of course, in marked contrast with the view that govern- 
ment is a mere human device and that the authority of governments 
rests upon the consent of the governed. Luther mentions this latter 
view only to dismiss it with scorn. According to Luther, the secular 
authority is of divine origin and must invariably be obeyed save where 
it commands something directly contrary to God’s Word as revealed 
in the Scriptures. Even in this case, the most that a man should do is 
offer passive resistance. Though the ruler be wicked and tyrannical, 
rebellion is inexcusable. The right to punish the wicked ruler rests 
with God. 

During the early part of his career Luther considered that blind 
obedience was due all secular rulers from the emperor down to the 
lowest member of the governing hierarchy in mediaeval Germany. The 
events of his later life forced Luther to change this point of view. The 
emperor, it so happened, became the chief and most bitter opponent 
of the Lutheran cause, while Luther’s chief support came from some of 
the subordinate princes. For this reason Luther, towards the end 
of his life, found it reasonable to believe that because of the peculiar 
nature of the imperial post, the emperor might be resisted — but it 
remained unlawful to resist the subordinate princes, who were thus ele- 
vated into completely sovereign rulers. The adoption of this view and 
the ultimate triumph of Lutheranism in most of Northern Germany 
meant the complete collapse of the old imperial ideal. For many years 
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the imperial power had been more nominal than real, but this power 
had been dormant, not aead. The triumph of Lutheranism completely 
destroyed any hope that this power might be revived. Though the 
Holy Roman Empire persisted in name until the nineteenth century, 
in reality it died in 1530 when the Lutheran princes took up arms to 
defend their faith against the imperial forces. 

Effective sovereignty was transferred from the amorphous empire 
to the erstwhile feudal principalities, but there was no further devolu- 
tion of authority. Inside his own realm the prince was to be supreme. 
Among the followers of other Protestant leaders, such as Calvin and 
Zwingli, there was a certain democratic tendency. This was completely 
lacking in Luther’s philosophy of the state. Luther had a very poor 
opinion of the political abilities of the average man. The average man, 
to him, was full of wickedness and needed to be restrained by the strong 
arm of temporal authority. All human souls might be equal in the 
sight of God, but the temporal state must rest upon inequality. To 
Luther, it was the duty of every subject to know his place and keep it, 
fulfilling the law of God within his own sphere. When the peasants 
of Germany rose in rebellion against their lords, Luther was filled with 
wrath and commanded that the rebels be shown no mercy, that the 
insurrection be put down with fire and sword. 

Luther believed that the monasteries should be suppressed, and this 
belief had political as well as religious significance. Luther was opposed 
to the monastic ideal not only from the religious point of view but also 
because he regarded with dislike the existence within the state of semi- 
independent corporations such as the monastic communities. The 
feudal idea of the state as a corporation of corporations was to be dis- 
placed by the state as a single corporation having direct control over 
all its subjects as individuals. 

HENRY VIII AND THE ANGLICAN CHURCH 

The influence of Henry VI 1 1 upon political theory in England was 
strikingly similar to the power which Luther exercised upon political 
thought in Germany. In many ways this fact is rather remarkable as 
in aims, in fundamental beliefs, and in character Henry VI H and 
Luther were poles apart. Luther was a religious zealot and a mystic. 
Henry VI 1 1 was neither. Though he professed a profound interest in 
theological matters, Henry was really concerned only with the affairs of 
this world. Luther rejected many of the essential features of Catholic 
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doctrine. Henry looked with horror at most of the doctrines put for- 
ward by the reformers. A confirmed believer in transubstantiation and 
the other features of Catholic dogma, he wrote a book attacking Luther’s 
ideas and received from the pope the title, Defender of the Faith. 

Yet only a few years after having thus stepped forth as the champion 
of Catholic orthodoxy, Henry VIII was forced, for domestic reasons, 
to break with the papal hierarchy. In consequence of this break, the 
Church of England arose as a separate ecclesiastical organization. 
From the very nature of things this new church adopted a theory of the 
state to which it was required to hold fast, however much it might 
change in matters purely doctrinal. At one time the Church of England 
might and did hold that transubstantiation was a true doctrine, accept- 
ance of which was indispensable for salvation; at another that tran- 
substantiation was a vain and wicked superstition. But regarding the 
supremacy of the state in all matters both spiritual and temporal it 
was forced to be adamant lest its own existence be endangered. It was 
this theory of the supremacy of the state which brought Henry VIII 
and his followers to a political philosophy very similar to that of Luther 

There was only one substantial difference between the Anglicans and 
the Lutherans — the Anglicans could and di^ stress nationalism to n 
degree which was impossible for Luther and his adherents. Luthei 
himself was an incipient nationalist. He addressed an appeal to the 
German nobility with stress upon the word German. He could and 
did emphasize the idea that papal supremacy resulted in the economic 
subjection of Germans to Italians, But the very fact that only part 
of Germany answered his appeal and that the emperor, the nominal 
head of the German nation, was violent in his objection to the reformed 
doctrines made it impossible for Luther to associate his church with 
the cause of German nationalism. In fact the success of Luther, or 
rather the fact that he was only partially successful, stultified the 
growth of the German national movement for over two centuries. 

In England, on the other hand, Henry VIIFs actions resulted in the 
creation of a national church, to which in theory all Englishmen gave 
allegiance and to which, for the moment, only Englishmen were eligible 
for membership. Luther believed that he was establishing, or at least 
reforming, a universal church. Henry’s church laid no claim to uni- 
versal dominion. It merely claimed to have absolute, independent 
jurisdiction over the souls of Englishmen. In so doing it laid down the 
principles of nationalism both in politics and in religion. 

There was one further difference between the Lutheran and the 
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Anglican attitude towards the state. Though Luther, in practice, per- 
mitted the temporal rulers to have complete control over ecclesiastical 
organization and discipline, Luther never departed from the idea that 
church and state were really two separate things — the church an 
invisible organization concerned only with the things of the spirit and 
the state a visible organization in charge of all secular affairs. 

The Anglican divines, on the other hand, started with the assumption 
that church and state were merely two different aspects of the same 
tiling, that church and state were both phases of the national common- 
wealth. 'T perceive,'' says Archbishop Whitgift, ''no such distinction 
of the commonwealth and the church that they should be counted as if 
it were two several bodies governed by divers laws and divers magis- 
trates." ® 

To understand this point of view it must be remembered that for the 
Anglicans the church was not the church invisible, but the church vis- 
ible. Nor was the church merely the body of clergy. The church for 
them included the whole body of believers under the national jurisdic- 
tion, "The Church of England," says Gardiner, one of the most 
noted of the Anglican divines, "is nothing else but the congregation of 
men and women of the clergy and of the laity, united in Christ's pro- 
fession." ^ 

This conception is distinctly mediaeval, but the Anglican conception 
differed from that of the Middle Ages in two important respects: first, 
the Anglicans believed that Christendom was not a single entity, but 
was broken up into a number of different national communities or 
church-states; and second, the church-state was to be ultimately under 
the control of the secular authorities. 

The Anglicans admitted the theoretical unity of all the orthodox 
churches of Christendom, but inside this spiritual unity there necessarily 
existed a number of national churches. There was an English church, 
a French church, and an Italian church. At any one time these churches 
might or might not admit the supremacy of the Bishop of Rome (the 
Church of England had done so in the past) ; but at any moment this 
ecognitlon could be withdrawn without affecting the constitution of 
each such national church. To recognize but a single ruler for the 
whole of Christendom was as unnecessary as it was to recognize the 
emperor as the supreme secular ruler of Christendom. Inside each 
country, however, religious uniformity had to be maintained. To per- 
mit the existence of several churches within one state would overthrow 
the whole concept of the commonwealth as a church-state, and the 
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Anglicans at this period felt that the overthrow of this concept meant 
not only religious but also political anarchy. 

In the Middle Ages there had been a sharp struggle between the 
ecclesiastical and secular hierarchies for the control of the church-state. 
In this struggle the ecclesiastical hierarchy had usually been successful, 
but as the result of Henry VIII’s activity, not only did the Anglican 
Church withdraw its recognition of the pope as supreme ruler of Christen- 
dom, but it placed the whole ecclesiastical organization in subjection 
to the secular authorities. The Anglican Church possessed its own 
ecclesiastical hierarchy, its archbishops, its bishops, its Houses of Con- 
vocation; but the overthrow of the papal claims did not mean spiritual 
independence for the Archbishop of Canterbury and his clerical cohorts, 
for in 1534 an Act of Parliament, which the clergy were forced to accept, 
declared the king to be the supreme head of the Church of England. 

To justify this position the Anglican writers were forced to discuss at 
some length the proper relations between the spiritual and secular 
authorities and to admit, at times rather grudgingly, that on all im- 
portant points the spiritual was to be subject to the secular authorily. 
Archbishop Whitgift declared, ^^The continual practice of Christian 
churches in the time of Christian magistrates, before the usurpation of 
the Bishop of Rome, hath been to give to Christian princes supreme 
authority in making ecclcvsiastical orders and laws, yea, and that which 
is more, in deciding matters of religion, even in the chief and principal 
points.'’ In the Church Homilies it was officially stated that Christ 
had forbidden the clergy to assume any kind of worldly dominion and 
in particular had forbidden to all ecclesiastical ministers dominion 
over the Church of Christ. 

With Luther, the Anglicans tacitly assumed that secular government 
was of divine origin. “When mankind increased and spread itself more 
largely over the world,” say the Homilies, “He [God] by his holy word 
did constitute and ordain in cities and countries several and special 
governors and rulers.” And again, “All kings, queens, and governors 
are especially appointed by the ordinance of God.” . . . “Such subjects 
as are disobedient or rebellious against their Princes disobey God and 
procure their own damnation.” 

The Anglicans, like the Lutherans, were agreed that rebellion or re- 
sistance against the monarch was a crime, for which there was no justi- 
fication, or, to use the words of Cranmer, “Though the magistrates be 
evil and very tyrants, yet the subjects must obey in all worldly things ” 
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In all cases the laws laid down by the magistrates had to be explicitly 
obeyed, however much the individual citizen might dislike them. 
There was only one exception. The citizen did not need to, nay must 
not obey a law which was directly contrary to a law of God. But 
even in this instance the citizen might practice only passive resistance. 
As Latimer puts it, “When laws are made against God and His word, 
then I ought to obey more God than man . . . yet for all that I may not 
rise up against the magistrates nor make any uproar; for if I do so, 
I sin damnably. I must be content to suffer whatsoever God shall 
lay upon me.” 


GALLICANISM 

As a result of the work of Luther and Henry VIII, the Protestant 
rulers of Northern Europe found their powers enormously enhanced. 
No longer were their thrones or their prerogatives menaced by the dic- 
tates of an international overlord such as the pope, and inside each 
state the once powerful ecclesiastical organization had become subject 
to the control of the secular ruler. 

But what of the rulers of those countries which remained Catholic? ' 
It is hardly surprising to find that Catholic monarchs of the time, though 
perfectly content to remain within the bosom of Mother Church, were 
distinctly envious of the new importance and prestige which had been 
acquired by their Protestant brethren, and made efforts to secure some 
of these privileges for themselves. 

In Spain, to be sure, it was scarcely necessary for the monarchs to 
lay special claim to independence of the papal authority, for during the 
greater part of the sixteenth century the Spanish kingdom had such a 
control over Italian affairs and such an influence over the papal court 
that at times it almost appeared as if the pope was but a puppet of the 
Spanish monarchy, and hence an increase of papal prestige over Europe < 
as a whole was very advantageous to the Spanish interests. 

In France conditions were very different. In previous centuries 
France had occupied a position with reference to papal affairs analogous 
to that now held by Spain. French monarchs had made and unmade 
popes. For seventy years the popes had been compelled to dwell at 
Avignon, within the shadow of the French throne, and during this 
period the papacy had been little more than a mouthpiece for French 
interests. But in the sixteenth century France had lost all control over 
papal affairs. Yet the kings of France, unlike the princes of Northern 
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Germany or the King of England, could not entirely reject the authority 
of the pope. If therefore the French monarchs did not wish to sink 
into insignificance in comparison with the Protestant rulers, it was 
necessary for them to formulate a new conception of the relations which 
should exist between the church and the state. This new conception 
is best expressed by the term Gallicanism. 

There were two aspects to the Gallican movement: one general, which 
had reference to the powers of the papacy over all Christian communi- 
ties; the other particular, which had reference to the special rights and 
privileges of the French branch of the Catholic Church. In its general 
aspect the Gallican movement emphasized the idea that a General 
Council was above the pope; that in the absence of a General Council 
the pope was, indeed, permitted to take the initiative in laying down 
points of discipline and doctrine, but his judgments must be tacitly or 
expressly confirmed by the other bishops before they had the force of 
law. Finally it was held that kings received their powers directly from 
God, and hence the temporal concerns of these rulers lay entirely out- 
side the jurisdiction of tlie pope. 

The particular aspect of Gallicanism was an application of these 
principles to the French Church in its relation to the French monarchy. 
In the works of the two French writers, Pithou and Servin, we find the 
logical development of the Gallican position. Even in spiritual matters 
the pope’s authority is bounded, as far as France is concerned, by such 
bulls, canons, and conciliar decrees as the French Church and the 
French crown choose to regard as valid. In point of fact none of the 
papal bulls could be promulgated or published in France until permis- 
sion had been obtained from the French government. Already, by the 
concordat signed between Francis I and the papal court the nomination 
to all bishoprics and higher benefices lay with the French crown so that 
for all practical purposes the French ecclesiastical hierarchy consisted of 
royal appointees. The Gallicans emphasized the usefulness and intrinsic 
merit of this arrangement, but went even further and declared that the 
royal courts should have immediate jurisdiction even over ecclesiastical 
affairs whenever the law of the land was supposed to have been broken. 

Finally the Gallicans insisted that the pope had no power, not even an 
indirect power, to interfere with the temporal affairs of France. As the 
King of France held his authority directly from God, only God could 
judge him. Hence the pope had no right to depose or otherwise inter- 
fere with the secular authority of the French monarchs, even though 
these monarchs were guilty of heresy or other crimes. 
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During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the power of the Gal- 
lican movement was enormous, numbering among its adherents not 
merely monarchs and their lay advisers, but also most of the members 
of the French ecclesiastical hierarchy. Though there was always a 
minority which maintained the old doctrine of the supreme authority 
of the popes, including his right of deposition, the popes themselves 
were careful never to take advantage of the existence of this minority. 
Fearing no doubt that insistence upon their “rights” might lead the 
French monarchs to follow the example of Henry VIII and declare the 
French Church completely independent of papal control, they were 
extremely cautious in their attempts to exercise influence over the 
secular magistrates of France — in fact, not only of France but of the 
other countries of Europe. 

Though there was no such organized body as the Gallicans in Italy 
or in Austria, the papal court seems to have felt that uridue interference 
in secular affairs in these countries might cause an analogous movement 
to arise. When a dispute broke out between the Republic of Venice and 
the papacy, and the Venetians were successful in resisting the papal 
claims, it was realized that the old mediaeval doctrine of the pope as 
the overlord of all temporal rulers was gone forever, at least as an 
issue of practical politics. 

GROTIUS AND THE RISE OF INTERNATIONAL LAW 

The triumph of Protestantism in Northern Europe and the spread of 
Gallicanism and similar philosophies in Catholic countries heralded a 
new age in the sphere of international relations. It was necessary for 
the political theorists of the time to frame a new system for the regula- 
tion of the intercourse of states. 

In the old days when the whole of Christendom had formed in theory 
but a single community, international relations in the modern sense of 
the word did not exist. During the period when the Holy Roman 
Empire was an effective force, the emperor was regarded as the overlord 
of all temporal sovereigns, and conflicts between the lesser monarchs 
could be regarded as merely conflicts between two subjects inside a 
single state. In theory at least, the emperor should serve as the arbiter 
and adjudicator of all such “internal disputes.” 

During the later Middle Ages when the claim to universal dominion 
by the emperors was seen to be an obvious anachronism, it could still 
be maintained that Christendom formed but a single community, and 
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that the supreme arbiter and adjudicator of disputes between kings and 
princes was the pope. It was in connection with the papacy that the 
first notions regarding international law were developed. 

Catholic theologians emphasized the idea that all men at all times 
were bound by law. But there were several different types of law. 
There was civil law, promulgated by the secular powers, and owing its 
validity to the command of the ruler. There was natural law, or the 
law of nature, a sort of abstract moral law, discovered by the use of 
reason and of conscience. Finally there was divine law, or the laws 
ordained directly by God, discoverable only by revelation. 

The Catholic writers were unanimous in supposing that all civil or 
human laws had to be in accordance with natural law, that any human 
IAw which was contradictory to the principles of natural law was ipso 
facto invalid. As nature was but a creation of God, it necessarily fol- 
lowed that natural law in its turn was always in complete accord with 
divine law, and that any attempt to interpret natural law as being con- 
trary to the laws of God as known to us through revelation was ipso facto 
illogical and blasphemous. Last but not least, it was unanimously as- 
serted that the interpretation of divine law was in the hands of the 
church in general and of the pope in particular. 

The effect of this philovsophy upon the theory of international relations 
was obvious. Inside any one state men were bound by civil laws pro- 
mulgated by the ruler of the state. For the intercourse between nations 
civil law could not apply because, since the decay of the empire, there 
was no supreme secular ruler to issue commands to the rulers of the 
separate principalities. 

But the rulers of the separate states and the separate states them- 
selves in their intercourse with one another were bound by the precepts 
of natural law. As natural law or moral law was intimately allied with 
divine law or the immediate commands of God as revealed through his 
church, it followed that the principles for the intercourse of states were 
the principles of Christian morality as interpreted by the church. 
Once this idea was accepted it was only logical to assert that the church 
and its mouthpiece the pope should be regarded as the supreme arbiter 
in international affairs. Not only should international intercourse be 
regulated by the decrees laid dowi| by the pope, but it was also advisable 
that all international disputes be laid before the pope for settlement. 

This conception of international relations was all very well when all 
Western Europe was Catholic in the strictest sense. But when, in the 
sixteenth century, half of the Catholic world was convinced that the 
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pope had no right to interfere in temporal matters whatever the provo- 
cation, and when all the Protestant world refused to consider the pope 
supreme even in spiritual matters, it appeared as if a period of inter- 
national anarchy had set in. 

If kings were subject neither to emperor nor pope, were they not free 
to do as they pleased with respect to their neighbors? Were they not 
free to make war when it pleased them, and to conduct warfare in what 
manner it pleased them? Though justice might prevail inside each 
state, as far as the relations of states were concerned, was not the only 
law the law of tooth and claw? 

When the Dutch jurist Grotius (1583-1645) began writing (in the 
early part of the seventeenth century), he was deeply impressed with 
this problem, all the more so as secular rulers were obviously taking 
advantage of their newfound freedom from supernational control. 

I have had many and grave reasons [he states] why I should write a book 
on this subject. For I saw prevailing throughout the Christian world a 
license in making war, recourse being had to arms for slight reasons or for no 
reason, and when arms were taken up, all reverence for divine and human 
law was lost, just as if men were henceforth authorized to commit all crimes 
without restraint. 

It was to obviate or at least check this situation that Grotius set about 
framing the system of what is now called international law. 

Grotius starts with the fundamental assumption that the world is 
divided, and probably always will be divided, into a number of territorial 
states. Inside its own boundaries each state is supreme, subject to no 
higher authority, either secular or spiritual. From this it follows that, 
legally speaking, all states are to be considered equals, however dispro- 
portionate their size or their military importance. The power and 
extent of France or England may be enormous compared with Liechten- 
stein or San Marino, but from the point of view of international law all 
thevse states must be regarded as equals, as none of them admits being 
subject to a higher power. 

The Grotian doctrine of juristic equality of independent states is of 
great importance in the development of political thought and has been 
adopted by all subsequent exponents of international law, even though 
political facts have frequently been in marked contrast to legal theory. 

Grotius further assumes that in every state there is a person or a group 
of persons who have complete control over the state and can therefore 
adequately represent the state in its relations with other states. All 
legal relations between states require this assumption, as otherwise it 
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would be impossible for any state to enter into binding treaty relations 
with another. 

As Grotius was a native of the Netherlands, a country in which the 
republican tradition had been' dominant for some time, he was well aware 
that a state could be governed by an aristocratic or a democratic as- 
sembly, but he made it quite clear that in his opinion the natural and 
normal form of government was monarchy — in fact, absolute monarchy. 

Grotius did accept the social contract theory, according to which all 
political organizations are supposed to have originated in a contract 
freely entered into by men who had formerly been independent agents, 
living in a state of nature. But the acceptance of the social contract 
theory did not interfere with Grotius* advocacy of absolute monarchy. 
According to him, the social contract, once made, was irrevocable, and 
no man might free himself from the obligations which the contract 
implied. 

In Roman or in Hebrew law a free man, oppressed by poverty, could 
and sometimes did sell himself into slavery, and once the sale had been 
completed, the man could not recover his liberty unless his master vol 
untarily manumitted him. In like manner once the people have volun- 
tarily delegated supreme power to their monarch, it is wrong, legally 
and morally, for them to seek by forcible means to recover their inde- 
pendence. '‘We mistrust the opinion of those who say that sovereignty 
. . . belongs to the people [where such a delegation has ttiken place], so 
that the people have authority to coerce and punish kings when they 
abuse their power.” 

Having postulated the existence of a number of completely independ- 
ent states, most of which are normally ruled over by absolute monarchs, 
Grotius next turns to the crux of his problem — how are the relations 
of these states to be regulated? It is impossible for these relations to be 
regulated by any kind of civil law, for civil law is the command of a ruler 
enforced by sanctions. Civil law exists inside each state, but the very 
assumption of the independence of each state makes it illogical for 
them to accept the commands of a higher power. 

In order to solve this difficulty, Grotius was forced to revive and re- 
interpret the old doctrine of natural law, or the law of nature. Law, 
says Grotius, may be of two types, one “volitional,” and the other 
“rational.” Volitional law is the command laid down by a ruler. 
Rational law is an impersonal, eternal system of right and wrong, laid 
down by no ruler, which may be known by the use of reason. 
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The Catholic writers of the Middle Ages had said that natural law is 
volitional law in that it was the command of the Supreme Ruler, namely 
God. Grotius did not deny that his natural law was of divine origin, 
but being a Protestant, he was suspicious of the idea that natural law 
was the direct command of God, for such an idea led to the notion that 
natural law could best be interpreted by the church, which claimed to be 
God’s representative on earth. 

As if determined to circumvent any attempt by the theologians to 
monopolize the interpretation of natural law or to grant dispensations 
from some of its dictates, Grotius declared that the law of nature is so 
immutable that it cannot be changed even by God Himself, any more 
than God can change the rule that two and two make four. In fact 
the dictates of natural law would still be valid, “even if we should grant, 
what we cannot without great wickedness, that there is no God, or that 
He bestows no regard upon human affairs.” 

Grotius insisted that natural law did not need any priestly interpreta- 
tion, but could be known by all rational beings. The principles of this 
law are so patent that no one can deny them without doing violence to 
his own nature. If one has any doubt as to its dictates one has only 
to refer to the philosophers, the historians, even the poets of all ages. 
Has it not been the unanimous opinion of all thinkers that murder, 
theft, and breach of contract are wrong — inherently wrong? 

It may be objected that the doctrine of natural law is all very well in 
theory, but that it is useless in practice, on the ground that law unsup- 
ported by force is destitute of all effect. Men refrain from murdering 
and stealing because they know that they will be punished for murder- 
ing and stealing, but how can nations be kept from defying the dictates 
of moral or natural law when they are aware that there is no higher 
power which will punish them for breaking this law? 

Grotius is fully aware of this objection, but he is a convinced optimist, 
for he believes that normally men obey, to a greater or lesser extent, 
the dictates of their conscience. Justice or obedience to natural law 
brings ease of mind and injustice brings remorse. 

Grotius refuses to believe that living beings are motivated entirely 
by self-interest. Even among the lower animals we find that the prin- 
ciple of self-interest is tempered by regard for their offspring and for 
others of their species. “The same thing is to be said pf infants in 
whom, previous to all teaching, there is manifested a certain disposition 
to do good to others.” This instinct is still stronger among grown men 
and women, for man possesses a marked social feeling, a desire to live 
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in company with his fellow man, and he realizes the social life is possible 
only when there is general obedience to natural law. 

Grotius believes that there is such a thing as public conscience, and 
argues that the mere formulation and exposition of a set of rules for 
international morality will go far towards forcing nations to keep within 
the bounds of these rules. 

He further argues that even the principle of self-interest will even- 
tually force all states to abide by the dictates of natural law. “ Honesty 
is the best policy.*’ Even in private life a firm noted for its shady prac- 
tices, though it keep within the letter of the law, gradually acquires a 
bad reputation and loses customers. In like manner nations in the long 
run need the approbation of their neighbors if they are to survive. “A 
people which violates the law of nature . . . breaks down the bulwark of 
its own tranquillity for future time.” . . . ^Alliances are sought even by 
the most powerful peoples and kings; the force of such alliances is en- 
tirely destroyed by those who confine law within the boundaries of a 
state,” that is, by those who do not abide by the dictates of natural law. 

Having decided that in theory the intercourse of independent states 
should be regulated by natural law, Grotius proceeds to examine the 
actual intercourse of states and the principles which appear to underlie 
this intercourse. This leads him to revive and reinterpret another 
mediaeval doctrine, that of Jus Gentium or the law of nations. 

The term Jus Gentium was originally applied in Roman law to a 
body of law consisting of those rules which were discovered to be com- 
mon to the juristic practice of many different peoples. This system of 
law developed at a time when Rome ceased to be a city-state and became 
a world empire. At this period the old Roman civil law was applied 
only to the intercourse of Roman citizens, who constituted a small 
fraction of the total number of those subject to Roman rule. For 
the intercourse of Roman subjects who were not Roman citizens, it was 
found impossible to apply the laws of any one tribe or people, and the 
Roman jurists sought to give justice to all by applying those rules which 
seemed to be common to all or to most of the peoples with whom they 
came into contact. At this time, though Jus Gentium was a body oi 
law common to different nations, it still applied to individuals and the 
relations between individuals. 

In the sixteenth century, in large measure as the result of the influence 
of Grotius and his writings, the old notion of Jus Gentium was radically 
changed. Jus Gentium became a body of laws, or rather a set of cus- 
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toms and traditions, regulating the relations between nations. At this 
period it had already become customary to grant special privileges and 
immunities to the ambassadors of foreign powers; hence, Grotius could 
claim that diplomatic immunity formed part of the Jus Gentium or law 
of nations. 

What is the relation between the law of nature and the law of nations? 
The former is the foundation on which the intercourse of nations should 
be based. The latter is the foundation upon which the intercourse of 
nations is actually based. Man being weak and sinful, the customary 
law of nations is not always in accord with the eternal moral maxims 
of the law of nature. It is perhaps impossible in this humdrum world 
for the pure law of nature ever to be directly applied to the intercourse 
of states. Nevertheless it is obvious from Grotius’ fundamental prin- 
ciples that the law of nations must be based upon the law of nature and 
may not depart from it too radically. 

The principal work of Grotius, his monumental Law of War and Peace, 
is in reality a study of the precedents which do govern and have gov- 
erned the intercourse of nations and a criticism of these precedents from 
the point of view of the law of nature. Grotius therefore had a twofold 
object in writing his book. One was the codification of existing customs 
in such matters. The other was an attempt to rectify the injustices 
and inequalities of some of these customs from the standpoint of natural 
or moral law. On these points Grotius feels that the light of reason 
(in other words, Grotius’ own arguments) will be sufficiently powerful 
to cause men to alter the old unjust customs. 

The details of the system of international law (actual and ideal) 
worked out by Grotius do not concern us here. Most of his ideas have 
passed into the body of international law as recognized today. As is 
but natural, seeing how commonly the intercourse of states is of a 
martial character, a large part of Grotius’ work deals with war and 
the rules which should regulate the conduct of war. 

Grotius was in many ways an idealist, but he was enough of a realist 
to recognize that war was more or less inevitable, in fact in certain cases 
he believed it to be perfectly just. By natural law a man has the right 
to defend his own person, so by international law a nation has the duty 
to undertake a war when its boundaries or the lives of its citizens are 
endangered. Grotius thus distinguishes between “just” and “unjust” 
wars — a very valuable distinction in theory, but somewhat ridiculous 
in practice, as every nation persuades itself that every war upon which 
it embarks is a “just” war. 
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Even when a war is in progress, Grotius thinks that the rules of inter* 
national law hold good. Nations are not permitted to use poisons or 
poisoned missiles. In most cases, they may not confiscate or destroy 
the private property of the subjects of the enemy, but in a war against 
pirates or rebels any property seized belongs to the captors. 


NOTES TO CHAPTER TWO 

• 

1. J. N. Figgis, Political Thought from Gerson to Grotius, p. 4. By permission of 
The Cambridge University Press and The Macmillan Company, publishers. 

2. Figgis, Divine Right of Kings, p. 142. 

3. Quoted in J. W. Allen, History of Political Thought in the Sixteenth Century, p. 174. 

4. Quoted in ibid,, p. 163. 
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CHAPTER III 


The Defense of Absolute Monarchy 


Largely as the result of the Reformation, the political thought of the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries recognized the complete inde- 
pendence of the various states into which Europe was divided. 

Equally important was the stress most political philosophers of this ^ 
period laid upon the need for unity within each state. This unity im- 
plied that the state should no longer be broken up into a number of 
semi-independent fiefs nor checked in its actions by the privileges and 
immunities of special groups and classes. Henceforth the state was to s 
have direct and complete control over all its citizens. 

In order to secure this internal unity, the majority of the political 
theorists of this era emphasized the supremacy and absolute power of 
the highest ruler of each state, who was normally an Hereditary king. 

It was essentially this striving for unity, for internal peace and order, 
which resulted in the widespread acceptance of absolute monarchy as 
the best and wisest system of government. 

Among the writers who achieved most prominence as advocates of 
monarchic government were the little group of French, Scottish, and 
English thinkers who championed the idea of “the divine right of 
kings.” Of even greater importance were the complete political phil- 
osophies developed by Bodin and by Hobbes. 

THE DIVINE RIGHT OF KINGS 

The full collapse of the doctrine of the divine right of kings in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries has left us with the idea that the 
whole conception was inherently ridiculous. It is difficult for us to 
believe that our forefathers could be and were perfectly sincere in their 
acceptance of this doctrine, yet it is clear that the belief in the divine 
right of kings was accepted by many of the subtlest and ablest minds of 
the age. In fact, working upon the assumptions which were universally 
accepted in the sixteenth century, we find the idea that kings rule by 
divine right was perfectly logical and consistent. 
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It should not be forgotten that the doctrine of the social contract 
which dominated men's minds In the seventeenth and eighteenth cen- 
turies was quite as absurd as the doctrine of the divine right of kings, 
which it tended to displace. But just as we must retain a warm spot 
in our hearts for the doctrine of the social contract because of the mag- 
nificent results it achieved by preparing public opinion to accept the 
English Revolution of 1688 and the French and American Revolutions of 
the following century, so in like manner must we pay due reverence to 
the doctrine of the divine right of kings because of its political conse- 
quences. 

It was really the belief in the divinity of the temporal ruler of each 
state which once and for all broke the mediaeval concept of the uni- 
versal church-state, and permitted the emergence of the national state 
of today. The work of Luther in Germany, of Henry VIII in England, 
of the Gallicans in France had been important, but it had been negative. 

It had rejected the belief that it was the function of the pope to interfere 
with the national affairs of Germany, England, and France, but this rejec- 
tion had left a void in men’s minds which it was necessary to fill before 
the work of the reformers and the Gallicans could be called complete. 

The Protestant who denied all connection between God and the 
papacy felt forlorn in the absence of contacts with some divinely ap- 
pointed institution, until he was told that he could find this contact in 
the monarch who ruled over him. If his state and the ruler of his state 
owed their existence and their power to Divine Providence, he could 
be content even though all ties with other countries were cut. 

The Catholic who wished to remain Catholic, but w^o desired to share 
in the thrill of nationalist emotion which was arising all over Europe, 
felt that he could do so if he accepted the doctrine that though the pope 
was ordained by God to rule over purely spiritual matters, his own ruler 
was no less directly ordained by God to rule over temporal affairs. 

If the doctrine of the divine right of kings was of great importance in 
the transition from internationalism to nationalism, it was of equally 
great importance in tending to centralize all power within the state, 
minimizing feudal privileges, and abolishing municipalities to a semi- 
independent existence. 

Most of the defenders of divine right believed that all authorities 
ultimately derived their power from God, but they were also unani- 
mously of the opinion that the lower magistrates received the divine 
commission only indirectly, as a result of their appointment or recogni- 
tion by tlie supreme temporal ruler in each state. It was this supreme 
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temporal ruler who governed by God’s direct ordaining. The inferioi 
magistrates, even dukes and earls, could and should be held accountable 
to other men and to courts of law, but the king, the suprenie ruler, was 
accountable for his actions only to God. How could feudal privileges 
and corporate rights survive after the acceptance of such a philosophy? 

The germs of the doctrine of the divine right of kings go back to very 
ancient times. It is, moreover, expressed in one form or another by 
several writers in the Middle Ages, but the fully developed doctrine 
first appeared only in the sixteenth century. It is significant that most 
of the adherents of this belief at this time were Catholics, who were de- 
sirous of getting the political benefits of the Reformation without break- 
ing with the historic Roman Church. 

The immediate cause of the theory can be traced to the peculiar politi- 
cal situation which existed in France at this period. The House of 
Valois having died out, the legitimate heir to the throne was Henry of 
Navarre, later Henry IV. Now Henry was a Protestant and was 
because of this fact officially banned by the pope in 1585. How was a 
patriotic Frenchman to remain a good Catholic if he wished to see the 
legitimate heir ascend the throne? 

Eventually Henry solved the problem, by becoming converted to 
the Catholic faith; yet even before taking this step he had secured a 
great deal of support from the French Catholics because of the promul- 
gation of the doctrine of the divine right of kings. 

Belloy (1540-1609), who was the most important advocate of the 
theory at this period and who wrote shortly after Henry had been ex- 
communicated, was insistent that Henry’s right to the succession had in 
no way been affected by the papal ban. The crown comes to a particu- 
lar man through the action of Divine Providence, and the right of God’s 
chosen cannot be taken away by any human action, not even by the 
pope. Nor, when once on the throne, can the king ever be deposed, for 
he holds his crown immediately under God and by God’s authority. 

Belloy insists that a government must rest upon the obligation of its 
subjects to obey it. A people may grant a ruler a certain amount of 
actual power, but what they give, they can also take away. Hence 
the idea that a government rests upon popular consent leads to revo- 
lution and hence to anarchy. Real authority, the right to rule and to 
demand obedience, rests with God and God’s deputies. God has de- 
puted kings to act for him in temporal affairs. Therefore rebellion 
against a king is rebellion against God. 
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The doctrine of the divine right of kings was developed by Belloy 
and numerous other Frenchmen as an instrument of propaganda at a 
particular time and for a particular issue — to prove that Henry of 
Navarre had a divine right to the French throne. But the doctrine 
was soon broadened by other writers of many different nationalities to 
prove that all monarchs at all times rule by divine appointment. The 
persons most prominent in the spread of the divine right theory through- 
out Ivurope were two Scottish writers, William Barclay and King 
James VI (later James I of England). 

There is something curiously contradictory about the career of 
Barclay (1546 1608). A learned and distinguished Scotsman, he was 
regarded with high favor by his royal master at home, yet was forced 
to spend all the latter part of his life in France because of his devout 
adherence to Catholicism. At the same time, Barclay stressed the 
doctrine that his religious overlord, the pope, had no control over 
temporal rulers. Had he been willing to forgo his Catholicism, Barclay 
would have risen to high office in Scotland; had he been willing to forgo 
his belief in the divine right of kings, he might have had a splendid 
career \n the service of the Catholic Church. As it was, he was forced 
to eke out a precarious existence by serving as professor of civil law in 
various French academies. 

Barclay has little new to add to the doctrine of the divine right of 
kings; he contents himself with developing and generalizing the ideas 
formulated by his predecessors. Nevertheless his works may be con- 
sidered the best, the most complete, and the most logically consistent 
of those which seek to prove that monarchs rule by divine right. 

By citing the behavior of insects and animals (bees, he claims, are 
governed by a king), Barclay tries to prove that monarchy is the natural 
form of government. By an appeal to history he attempts to prove 
that monarchy has shown itself to be the wisest and noblest form of 
government. By an appeal to Scripture, he seeks to prove that mon- 
archy is the form of polity most in conformity with God’s wishes and 
commands. 

As with Belloy, the essential point of Barclay’s political system is 
that all authority is ultimately derived from God. Authority itself can 
never be granted by the people. Even in the case of an elective mon- 
archy, the electors merely choose which person shall enjoy this author- 
ity. The authority itself remains of divine origin. But though Barclay 
admits that an elective monarchy is a valid form of government, it is 
deal that he believes the ideal monarchy is one in which the throne 
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passes from father to son, and in which no legitimate heir to the throne 
may be excluded for any reason whatsoever. 

By monarchy Barclay means, of course, absolute monarchy. The 
king, being the true source of all legislation, is himself legibus solutus, 
not subject to law. Though the pope should have spiritual jurisdiction 
over all persons, he may never interfere with the action of a temporal 
monarch, as temporal monarchs receive their powers directly from God 
and are responsible to God alone. Though a monarch may find it use- 
ful to summon his subjects in parliaments, the fact that these assemblies 
pieet when the monarch summons them and are prorogued or dissolved 
when he so commands shows that the power of these assemblies is 
entirely derivative. The powers they possess are conferred on them 
by monarchs, and these powers may be taken away when the monarch 
chooses. 

King James (1566-1625) was almost as much of a paradox as Barclay. 
Henry VII, Henry VHI, and Elizabeth were in many ways far more 
absolute rulers than was James, yet none of these monarchs expressly 
claimed to rule by divine right. James by his pedantry, his miserliness, 
his love for unworthy minions, his tirades against tobacco, did much 
to make the person and the office of king ridiculous. We find many of 
his subjects praying for the welfare of their “silly king”; to others he 
was known as the “most learned fool in Christendom.” No monarch 
did more to make kingship less inspiring, less glamorous, yet James was 
the only monarch who ever attempted by preaching and writing to 
prove that the rulership of kings was divine in origin — that all kings 
must not only be obeyed, they must also be regarded with reverent awe 
by their subjects. Other kings may have believed in these doctrines, 
but James was the only monarch openly to expound them. 

King James’ political philosophy may be summed up in his own words: 

The dut ies and alleagance of the people to their lawful king. . . ought to 
be to him as to God’s lieutenant in earth, obeying his commands in all things 
... as the commands of God’s minister, acknowledging him a Judge set by 
God over them, having power to judge them, but to be judged only by God, 
following and obeying his lawful commands, eschewing and flying his furie 
in his unlawful, without resistance, but by sobs and tears to God.^ 

In a speech before Parliament King James is even more emphatic in 
associating divinity with the office of king. 

Kings are justly called Gods for they exercise a manner or resemblance of 
divine power upon earth. For if you consider the attributes to God you 
will see how they agree in the person of a king. God hath power to create or 
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destroy, make or unmake at his pleasure, to give life or send death, to judge 
all and to be judged or accountable to none, to raise low things and make 
high things low at his pleasure, and to God are both soul and body due. 
And the like power have kings. They make and unmake their subjects: 
they have power of raising and casting down: of life and of death: judges 
over their subjects and in all causes and yet accountable to none but God 
only. They have power to exalt low things and abuse high things and make 
of their subjects like men at the chess.^ 

One of the most interesting and popular exponents of the divine right 
of kings was Sir Robert Filmer (P-16-53). Unlike King James, Filmer 
was a rather obscure person. Though knighted by Charles I he was 
never a great state personage, nor did he even enjoy the intimacy or 
especial favor of the royal court. Nevertheless Filmer became the most 
noted of the defenders of absolute monarchy during the troublesome 
seventeenth century when the English engaged in civil war to solve 
the problem whether kings should or should not be allowed to exist at all. 

Filmer differed and Was forced to differ from the earlier advocates of 
the divine right theory. These earlier advocates had written when the 
movement towards a strong national monarchy was popular and seemed 
progressive. They could be content with a few simple assertions, 
knowing that they could be sure of a great measure of popular approval, 
however threadbare their arguments. Filmer, on the other hand, wrote 
his books and pamphlets when, in England at any rate, absolute mon- 
archy was unpopular; when the people were lending a willing ear to the 
advocates of the anti-monarchic cause; when Parliament had already 
engaged in armed conflict with the king. Filmer was therefore on the 
defensive. His principal task was to answer the claims of those who 
asserted that kings deri’v^d their powers not from God but from the 
populace, and that powers granted by the people might be taken away 
by the people. 

Filmer’s predecessors had, for the most part, contented themselves 
with citing scriptural texts to prove that there was a divine sanction for 
kingship, and that in consequence anyone who revolted against kings 
was guilty of blasphemy. But it was soon seen that Scripture could be 
used to reach very different conclusions. If some texts seemed to 
preach the divinity of kings, other texts could be brought forward 
which described kings as tyrants lacking all authority from God. 
Though many scriptural passages might be quoted which taughc com- 
plete submission to the higher magistrates, anti-royal advocates argued 
that obedience to Parliament was as important as obedience to the 
king, or even that the king in struggling to free himself from parliamen- 
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tary control was himself guilty of disobedience to the fundamental laws 
and institutions of his country. 

Filmer was obviously aware of this difficulty, and though he himself 
accepted the position of the older adherents of divine right, he felt it 
necessary to emphasize a different type of argument in favor of the 
divinity of kings: namely, that absolute monarchy is in accordance with 
nature and human nature, and as both nature and human nature were 
created by God, absolute monarchy is in accordance with divine law. 

Many of Filmer’s contemporaries were preaching that in a state of 
nature men are free and equal. Filmer argues, however, that equality 
and freedom are as absent there as in the most developed state, since 
in any state there are gross inequalities in the physical and mental 
capacities of individual men. To assert that in a natural state men are 
“free’' is absurd. It is universally agreed that at all times parents 
have a natural right to control their children. Hence, far from coming 
into the world free, every man is born into a condition of natural sub- 
jection to his parents and to his tribal leaders. 

Filmer is merciless to those of his contemporaries who taught that a 
government must be based upon the consent of the governed because 
government itself was first instituted as the result of a social contract 
between individuals. In the first place, says Filmer, the doctrine of the 
social contract leads straight to anarchy, for from this doctrine it logi- 
cally follows that any man and any group of men have the right to with- 
draw from the social contract and resume their natural rights. And so, 
“any petty company hath a right to make a kingdom of itself, and not 
only every city but every village and every family; nay and every partic- 
ular man a liberty to choose himself to be hi« own king if he please.” ^ 

In the second place, Filmer points out, the doctrine of the social 
contract is completely unhistorical. At what period in human history 
did the social contract take place? “It cannot be truly said that the 
whole people or the major part or indeed any considerable part of the 
whole people of any nation ever assembled to any such purpose.” ^ 
Even if one part of the people had met for this purpose, how could the 
absent be in any way bound? 

Filmer’s opponents argued that the vote of the majority binds the 
whole people. But on the basis of the social contract it would have to 
be admitted that when the contract was made, it was unanimously 
agreed that in future the decision of the majority should bind everyone; 
and surely such an agreement was never made. . 

In contrast with the idea that the state is a mechanical organization 
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created bv contract, Filmer postulates the doctrine that the state is a 
natural and or^^unic growth. In accordance with this doctrine, the first 
unit in political organization was the family ruled over by the pater 
jamilias. Gradually the family expanded into the tribe ruled over by 
Uie patriarch, who was only the pater Jamilias on a large scale. Finally 
the tribe expanded into the nation or state in which the office of patri- 
arch developed into that of king. As the father is the natural ruler of 
his family, as the patriarch is the natural ruler of his tribe, so the king 
is the natural ruler of his people. This rulership rests neither on force 
nor on the “consent of the governed,” but on human nature as formed 
by God. 

Led astray in his logic by the custom of family inheritance common 
lo most countries in Western Europe, Filmer next postulates the idea 
that it is “natural” for the power of the father to descend to the eldest 
son. Once this postulate is granted, it follows that the power of the 
patriarch and of the king should also “naturally” descend to their 
(eldest sons by indefeasible hereditary right, and that anyone who 
attempts to alter this line of succession or who rebels against the 
lawful heir is acting contrary to nature and to nature’s God. 

JEAN BODIN 

The advocates of the divine right of kings were for the most part 
concerned only with one political problem, the nature and the power 
of the monarchy. In contrast with the narrow scope of these thinkers, 
we find that Bodin and Hobbes attempted to construct complete politi- 
cal philoso[)hies, covering all phases of state and governmental activity. 

Bodin (1530-1596) was the most vigorous and logical of the political 
theorists of the sixteenth century, and because of his scholarliness, his 
clear vision, and his rationality, deserves to be ranked with the great 
political philosophers of all times. Though a lawyer and therefore 
primarily interested in the problems of the state from a legal point of 
view, Bodin had an astonishingly wide range of interests. He pondered 
long on the philosophy of history and wrote what may be called the 
first book on the subject. He was profoundly interested in what would 
now be called sociology and economics. He even dabbled in the obscure 
fields of astrology and psychic research. 

Two of the outstanding contributions of Bodin in the realm of gen- 
eral speculation were his idea of the progress of mankind and his notions 
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of the influence of environment and climate upon human institutions. 

Classical antiquity and the Middle Ages were both dominated by the 
idea of the fall or degeneration of mankind. The classical authors 
looked back with envy to a mythical ''golden age’' in remote antiquity. 
The pious thinkers of the Middle Ages felt sur^ that man’s first parents 
had been blissful and serene in the Garden of Eden. Both the ancient 
and the mediaeval philosophers took it for granted that neither the 
world in general nor man in particular was getting any better as time 
went on. They were usually convinced that both were getting worse. 

Bodin was the first to enunciate the doctrines, so dear to the optimists 
of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, that man’s lot is steadily 
improving, that the moderns are definitely superior to the ancients, 
and that there is no limit to man’s potential progress. When men 
doubted the law of progress, Bodin pointed to gunpowder and printing 
as examples of the great superiority of the moderns to the ancients. 

The consequences of this theory upon political speculation are of 
major importance. If progress be true, there is no need for us to base 
our political ideas or pur political institutions upon those prevalent in 
ancient times. It might well be that modern Europe can surpass 
ancient Greece and Rome, not merely in mechanical inventions, but 
also in political and social organization. 

The theory of the influence of environment upon mankind and his 
political and social institutions was no less significant. The mediaeval 
Christians, like the Greek Stoics and the Roman jurists, had been 
cosmopolitans at heart. A man possessed the same reasoning ability 
and the same emotions, at least potentially, whatever his race and 
whatever region of the earth’s surface he might inhabit. As a result of 
this attitude, it was believed that political and social institutions were or 
should be universal in character — that there certainly could be no 
objection to transplanting the institutions of one country to another. 

In contrast with this universalism Bodin was a particularist. He 
believed that both latitude and longitude have an effect upon men’s 
character, and hence upon their economic, social, and political organ- 
ization. The peoples of the colder zone have always been noted for 
their military ability, the inhabitants of hot regions for their craft and 
their skill in philosophy and diplomacy. The inhabitants of the 
temperate countries, in which France, Bodin’s own motherland, was 
included, are especially adapted to legal and political life and are bound 
to assume leadership in these matters. 

>*This environmentalism in Bodin’s philosophy was destined to have 
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an important effect upon later speculation. Revived in the eighteenth 
century by Montesquieu, it led to the establishment of the sciences of 
anthropo-geography and geo-politics in the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries. 

To Bodin’s own mind the doctrine of environmentalism was of sig- 
nificance because of its political implications. It strengthened his dis- 
belief in the possibility of a universal empire, an ideal for which the 
Middle Ages had struggled so long in vain. It led to his acceptance of 
the idea that a multitude of states each with a somewhat different type 
of government is the normal condition of affairs. 

While Bodin’s doctrine of progress and his belief in the influence of 
climate are for us of especial interest and significance, to his contempo- 
raries Bodin was chiefly known for his contributions to the theory of the 
origin and function of the state. 

Bodin’s theory of the origin of the state differed radically from those 
of most of his predecessors and contemporaries. In contrast with those 
philosophers who claimed that the state was of divine institution and 
in contrast with those who believed that the stat^ originated in a volun- 
tary social contract between its individual members, Bodin attempted 
^ to show that the state originated by force. 

He postulates a pre-social life of mankind when each man, or at 
least each pater familiaSj was “free” in the sense that he was not 
subject to any external restraints. But this stage did not last long. 
The natural gregariousness of mankind gradually brought about a 
grouping of families around a few favored spots, thereby forming the 
rudiments of social organization. Although the spontaneous working 
of human nature can thus account for the origin of society, it does not 
account for the origin of the state, as primitive society was completely 
lacking in political organization. Even so, this social grouping lessened 
the liberty of each family, as all associations, even those voluntarily 
entered into, necessarily infringe upon the liberty of the individual. 

Political, as opposed to social organization begins when a strong man 
or a group of strong men set out to dominate and conquer their neigh- 
bors. The victor establishes permanent political control over the 
vanquished. 

Bodin tries to prove this point, not only by quoting examples from 
ancient history, but also by citing cases taken from the primitive peoples 
of his own time. We are told that the people of Gao in Africa had 
known nothing of political organization until a short time previously. 
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Then one of their numbers, inspired by the examples of the North 
African kingdoms, secured by brute force control over his fellow tribes- 
men. The son of this despot, Bodin tells us, assumed the title of king 
and, from motives of expediency (in order the better to preserve his 
rule against revolt), adopted the policy of equity and justice to disguise 
the brutal origin of the royal power. A similar development is assumed 
to have taken place in all politically organized states. 

Bodin *s theory of the origin of the state by forc^e is of singular inter- 
est to us. Rejected or ignored by most of the writers of the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries, it was revived in the nineteenth and twenti- 
eth centuries by a group of sociologists and is today accepted by most 
social scientists. 

In Bodin’s own mind the value of his force theory was that it enabled 
him to annihilate those of his contemporaries who believed in the 
social contracf theory or who otherwise argued that governmental 
authority was derived from or based upon the consent of the governed. 

But though Bodin believed the state originated in force, he also held 
that human progress and the development of culture and civilization 
make it necessary, or at least advisable, that rulership be in accord 
with divine and moral law. Bodin looked askance at forceful usurpa- 
tion of power in modern states. Most of his writings were inspired by 
his attachment to the cause of Henry IV, the legitimate claimant to the 
French throne, and Bodin naturally wished to see no high-handed mili- 
tary leader take Henry’s place as the sovereign of France. 

Bodin’s theory of the origin of the state enables us to understand his ' 
insistence upon the doctrine of sovereignty. In fact the idea of sover- 
eignty was Bodin’s chief contribution to political philosophy. Though 
notions akin to this doctrine had not been entirely unknown to earlier 
writers, it was Bodin who first systematically dealt with the subject. 

It was Bodin, therefore, who may be considered as its originator. 

Since Bodin’s time the problem of sovereignty has played a major 
role in all political theorizing. It has been made the subject of an enor- 
mous literature. The vast majority of subsequent theorists have ac- 
cepted, with some modifications, Bodin’s concept, and it was only 
amongst the small group of political pluralists that the idea of sover- 
eignty was definitely denied. 

What was the theory of sovereignty which was thus introduced into 
political literature by Bodin? It may be summarized as the claim , 
that the state shall have sole ultimate control over all persons and corpora- 
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tions within its territory, and, secondly, that within every state a person 
or a group of persons possess potentially absolute power over the state 
and the legislative activities of the state. As a necessary corollary of this 
last statement, Bodin holds that the sovereign shall not be subject to law. 

The idea that the state should possess absolute power over all persons 
and corporations within its territory rules out, first of all, the theory 
that the state is in any way subject to external authority. Though 
Bodin was himself a Catholic, he thus denies all papal control over the 
secular affairs of France. He ignores the shadowy claims of the emperor 
as the overlord of all nations as not being worthy of serious discussion. 

More important still (for freedom from external control had already 
been taught by Luther and Henry VI 1 1), Bodin proclaimed the com- 
plete subjection to the state of all persons and all groups of persons 
within the state. As we have already had occasion to observe, the 
Middle Ages had been full of examples of great lords who lived in little 
more than nominal subjection to the king. The Dukes of Burgundy 
had only paid lip allegiance to the Kings of I'rance. The feudal nobil- 
ity as a class had secured for themselves many special privileges which 
it was impossible for the royal power to take away. Many of the cities 
and some of the guilds and corporations within the cities had securcxl 
charters granting them important and supposedly inalienable rights 
against aggression from the head of the state. 

It was the existence of these conditions which had prevented the 
recognition of sovereignty in earlier times. But in the period in which 
Bodin wrote, the powers of the nobility and the corporations were 
definitely waning, Those powers which remained were regarded as 
survivals from evil and disorderly eras. “Progress” — and let it not 
be forgotten that Bodin was a great believer in progress — was all in 
the direction of unification and centralization of authority. In handing 
to the state complete control over all its citizens, Bodin was giving 
theoretical justification to a tendency which was already becoming 
dominant in all the countries of Western Europe. 

»Moliere, the great French dramatist, tells us that M. Jourdain was 
happy to find that he had been talking prose all his life. Somewhat 
similarly the monarchs of the sixteenth century were delighted to have 
Bodin tell them that their endeavors to dominate all their subjects 
were merely attempts to exercise the inalienable rights of sovereignty 
which were inherent in every state. 

In later times the doctrine of sovereignty was held to imply the 
equality of all citizens under the law. By some it was believed to be 
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incompatible with the possession of special privileges by the nobility. 
Bodin himself did not go this far in his beliefs. He definitely scoffed 
at the idea of social equality and praised the existence of the privileged 
nobility as a very useful and praiseworthy institution. Or rather he 
taught that it was useful for the state to grant the nobles certain special 
rights, on the condition that they understood these rights might be 
withdrawn at will. Even the greatest of the nobles, indeed the nobility 
as a class, has no inalienable rights as opposed to the sovereign state. 

He believed the same in regard to the numerous guilds and corpora- 
tions within the state. Bodin recognized the value and importance of 
these guilds and devoted much space to a consideration of their func- 
tion and purpose. He believed their existence necessary in a well- 
ordered state, but he was firmly convinced that their existence should 
be based upon their recognition and control by the state. To express 
this idea in modern phraseology, clubs, labor unions, religious organ- 
izations, all fulfill a useful function, but only as long as they admit the 
supremacy of the state. 

Having postulated the sovereignty of the state itself, Bodin next 
turns to the proposition that supreme and absolute power must exist 
in the hands of one person or group of persons within each state. To 
Bodin 's mind the truth of sovereignty in this sense is implied in the 
very nature of laws and lawmaking. A law to be valid is not merely 
a postulate of reason; it is also the command of a sovereign and is en- 
forced by sanctions. Divine and natural laws owe their validity to the 
fact that they are the commands of God. Civil or human laws owe 
their validity to the fact that they are the commands of the supreme 
legislator or legislators within each state. According to Bodin, it is 
possible to see where sovereignty rests within any particular state by 
determining where the ultimate lawmaking power resides. 

Following the age-old classification of Aristotle, Bodin asserts that 
this sovereign power may reside in the hands of a single person, in 
which case we have a monarchy; or in the hands of a limited number of 
persons, in which case we have an aristocracy; or, finally, it may rest 
in the hands of the people, or at least in the hands of a majority of the 
people, in which case we have a democracy. Several of the classical 
authors had spoken of the possibility, and even of the advisability, 
of a mixed, state,” usually associated in their minds with the idea of 
check and balance. In other words, inside the same state we may find 
control divided among king, aristocracy, and democracy. 

Bodin claims that sovereignty is indivisible and that a “mixed state” 
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not only is ludicrous but is really impossible. In order to prove this 
assertion, Bodin is forced to distinguish between state and govern- 
ment — an important distinction which he was one of the first to point 
out, but which was later recognized by most other political philosophers. 
A government consists of the normal officers of administration. In a 
particular country we may have a king, a House of Lords, and a House 
of Commons; but ultimate control must rest with one and only one of 
these three organs of government, the other two possessing only deriva- 
tive or delegated powers. 

Thus Bodin asserted that the “Holy Roman Empire” of his day 
" was really an aristocracy — since the real power was in the hands of the 
princes, in spite of the fact that these princes were nominally subject 
to an emperor. Sixteenth century England, according to Bodin, was 
really a monarchy as ultimate power was in the hands of the king, not- 
withstanding the existence of a House of Lords and a House of Com- 
mons. The present government of England would undoubtedly* be 
classed by Bodin as a democracy, for, though the king continues to 
reign, supreme power has passed into the hands of the people. 

Bodin would probably have pointed with delight to the United States 
as a clear example of a state possessing one “sovereign” (namely, the 
people taken as a whole), and yet maintaining an elaborate system of 
checks and balances upon the organs of government — the legislative, 
the executive, and the judicial branches being thus strictly limited in 
their functions. 

After having declared that no matter how many organs of govern- 
ment a state may contain, sovereignty or supreme power must rest 
either in a monarchy, an aristocracy, or a democracy, Bodin next pro- 
ceeds to weigh the merits and demerits of each one of these systems. 
He has much to say regarding the advantages and the disadvantages 
of each form of government. In the end he comes to the conclusion 
that for most countries and most peoples, and certainly for France, 
hereditary monarchy is by far the best form of the state — largely 
because it is in this system that the whole idea of sovereignty receives 
its clearest and simplest expression. 

By the very definition of sovereignty, tlje monarch is to be the source 
of legislation, and is legibus solutus, not subject to law himself, as all 
laws are merely the expression of his command. Bodin admits the 
sanctity of contracts and includes among valid ones the solemn promise 
which a monarch makes that he will obey certain laws, but he is bound, 
however, merely by his promise and not by the law itself. Bodin strongly 
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urges the king not to tie his hands by making rash promises to his 
subjects, but the matter does not appear to be very important, as the 
king is allowed in certain circumstances to break his promise. Just 
as a private person may be relieved of his obligation if he has been 
circumvented by fraud, error, or threat, so may a monarch be released 
froipi those promises which tend to impair his sovereignty and also 
where “his private and domestic affairs are imperiled.” 

In the absence of specific promises, the monarch may, Bodin insists, 
make, modify, and abrogate any law he pleases without the consent 
of his subjects. Bodin deals at some length with the national and pro- 
vincial States-General, which in the sixteenth cei^tury were still the 
normal channels for enacting legislation in France. Bodin admitted 
that these assemblies have their value and believed that the wise 
monarch will consult the representatives of his subjects before enacting 
or rescinding legislation, but he was adamant in denying to the States- 
General absolute right to enact or to veto any law. The opinion of 
those who claim that the king is in any way bound by the desires of 
these assemblies is a “seditious doctrine and leads to disturbance in 
the state.” 

Bodin was also insistent that the monarch is not at all bound by 
custom or customary law, an idea which is recognized as important 
when we remember that all during the Middle Ages customary law held 
a paramount place in the legal systems of Western Europe. As late 
as the seventeenth century, many lawyers and judges in England held 
that the common law, based on custom, was supreme and could not 
be abrogated by statute law, even though the latter be enacted by both 
king and Parliament. Bodin indignantly denies any such . doctrine. 
He admits the value of custom and customary law, but asserts that 
custom has compelling force only as long as the monarch sanctions and 
endorses it. And “what the monarch permits, he commands.” 

Such in a few words is Bodinfs famous doctrine of sovereignty. At 
first glance it appears that by tnis doctrine the national monarch was 
given absolute power over his subjects. Such were the natural and 
logical implications of the doctrine, and such was the concept of sover- 
eignty as expounded by later authors. Bodin himself, however, the 
first person formally to postulate the idea of sovereignty, was at times 
unaware of some of the conclusions to which his doctrine should nat- 
urally lead. 

Later theorists when speaking of absolute sovereignty meant absolute 
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sovereignty. With Bodin absolute sovereignty turns out to mean 
limited sovereignty, as he enumerates a number of very important 
checks upon the exercise of sovereign power. In the first place, Bodin 
states that though the monarch is not subject to civil or human law, 
he is necessarily subject to divine and natural laws, as these are the 
commands of God, who is the supreme sovereign of the universe. In 
actual practice this reservation was not of major importance, as it seems 
the monarch could place his own interpretation upon both types of laws. 
When, however, the monarch enacted a law which was manifestly con- 
trary to divine or to moral law, the subordinate magistrates were not 
required to enforce it. 

The doctrine of the superiority of divine and natural law, as the com- 
mand of a real or supposed superior sovereign, was perfectly logical. 
Far less logical was Bodin *s claim that the monarch might not act con- 
trary to a few fundamental laws (leges imperii), the most important of 
which, as far as France was concerned, was the Salic law, by which the 
throne descended only by the principle of primogeniture, but with the 
exclusion of females. The absolute King of France, therefore, was un- 
able to change the law of succession — though Bodin does not tell us 
who first enacted these fundamental laws and from whom they still 
derive their validity. 

Even more astonishing was Bodin's claim that his “absolute sover- 
eign'^ possessed no right to interfere with the sanctity of his subjects’ 
family life, that is, had no right to take possession of his subjects' 
womenfolk. More important still was the statement that the monarch 
had no right to seize private property. “Without just cause the sov- " 
ereign can neither seize nor give away the property of another.” In 
other words the “absolute monarch” can take no man’s property with- 
out the latter's consent. In consequence, the monarch in normal times 
has no right to levy direct taxation on his subjects without having first 
obtained their consent through the agency of the States-General. 
Unless this consent is forthcoming, the monarch is forced to rely upon 
the income from the crown lands (always a considerable item) or else 
have recourse to indirect taxes, which, according to Bodin, the monarch 
is free to impose upon his subjects without seeking their consent. 

It seems difficult for us to reconcile the notion of an absolute monarch 
who can legislate as he pleases with the idea of a monarch who is strictly 
limited in his taxing power. But it appears that Bodin regarded the 
family and private property as the eternal and essential elements of 
any state, so that when the sovereign oversteps the bounds in either 
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of these two spheres, he is destroying the foundations of the state itself 
and thereby interfering with the very purpose for which sovereignty 
exists. 

After having enunciated the fundamental principles of his philosophy 
of the state, Bodin proceeds to give some sage counsel to the administra- 
tion regarding certain matters of practical policy. Many features of 
this counsel show that Bodin possessed great sagacity. In several in- 
stances he shows himself far in advance of his time. 

At a time when religious persecution was rampant and open warfare 
was bein^ waged between Catholics and Protestants, Bodin preached 
the doctrine of religious toleration. The toleration of Bodin was not 
without its limitations. Atheists were not to be suffered, on the ground 
that atheists would not make good citizens. The state should seek to 
prevent the rise of new sects and heresies, as these might lead to social 
disturbances. But where two or more religions already existed in a 
state, as in France with its Catholic majority and large Huguenot 
minority, it was useless and worse than useless for the state to seek to 
impose religious uniformity. To do so would merely lead to civil war 
and thus weaken the state; and to Bodin the weakening of the state was 
the greatest of all calamities. 

Though Bodin’s doctrine tended to make the citizens of a country 
completely subservient to their monarch, Bodin was violently opposed to 
slavery. At one time slavery had been almost universal in Europe, but 
for centuries this system had been on the wane, and Bodin revolted at the 
revival of an “ancient barbarous custom” iji the form of Negro slavery. 

In like manner Bodin was opposed to too great social and economic 
inequality. Though he regarded the idea of absolute equality as dan- 
gerous and absurd, he was careful to point out that vast and insuperable 
inequalities in a state tend to produce revolutions. While the monarch 
is not permitted to confiscate wealth already accumulated, he should 
frame laws which will prevent the growth of unduly large fortunes. 

Bodin was vociferous in pointing out some of the prevalent abuses of 
the time. He was opposed to the debasement of the currency, an early 
form of inflation. He was a “sound-money” man, largely because he 
believed in the quantity theory of money. He preached against the 
widespread custom of farming out taxes and against the sale of magis- 
tracies, especially of judicial offices. The need of this preaching is 
obvious when one remembers that both these customs remained common 
in France down to the period of the Revolution. 
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Last but not least, Bodin warned the sovereign against too frequent 
and too drastic changes in the law. The sovereign, to be sure, was 
legally omnipotent. He could make and unmake laws at his pleasure, 
but the monarch was urged to make very sparing use of this legislative 
power lest he upset public opinion. Bodin was convinced that too 
frequent tinkering with the laws leads to revolution. Though he advo- 
cated the restoration of the old Roman office of public censor, an officer 
charged with, among other things, suppressing flagrant breaches of the 
moral law, Bodin was opposed to too many and too severe laws on the 
ground that it was impossible to enforce them. 

All Bodin's suggestions regarding administrative problems are inter- 
esting. Many of them are valuable. But it is necessary to enumerate 
only a few of them, because apart from the advocacy of partial tolera- 
tion, they had little influence upon contemporary thought. Bodin's 
chief work. The Six Books on the Republic, went through edition after 
edition and was translated into all the principal languages of Europe. 
But this popularity was almost entirely due to the universal interest 
in the doctrine of sovereignty, and it is as the father of the idea of sov- 
ereignty that Bodin had best be remembered. 

THOMAS HOBBES 

The culminating genius of the school founded by Bodin was Thomas 
Hobbes (1588-1679), who was also one of the greatest English specu- 
lative and political philosophers. 

The element of paradox has entered into the lives and thoughts of 
many political theorists, but with few has this contradictory clement 
been as obvious and as amusing as with Hobbes. Hobbes is concerned 
above all with the individual and the rights and privileges of the indi- 
vidual; yet this individualism leads him straight to thoroughgoing 
etatism, the belief that the state should have absolute control over all 
the actions of the individual. Hobbes is more of an egalitarian than 
many of the later revolutionary thinkers, for he believes that all men 
are naturally equal, both physically and mentally; yet his reasoning 
on this matter leads him to the conclusion that one man should have 
complete dominion over the lives and fortunes of his fellow country- 
men. 

It is often stated that Hobbes believed in the divine right of kings; 
yet the very words divine right imply some connection with the deity, 
and Hobbes* views on the deity were so vague and so radical that he was 
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accused of being an atheist. In fact, though Hobbes believed in the 
absolute right of kings, he was in so little sympathy with the true 
devotees of the divine right theory that the latter persecuted and reviled 
him with ever increasing vigor. 

Hobbes is undoubtedly the greatest, the clearest, and the most logi- 
cal of all the advocates of absolute monarchy, although he lived at 
the time and the place where absolute monarchy was resisted and over- 
come. Absolute monarchy was to persist in most European countries 
until the end of the eighteenth century. It was only in England that 
democracy was able to secure public recognition in the seventeeiith 
century. However, none of the countries in which royalism had undis- 
puted sway produced a work in favor of royalism half as convincing as 
that of the English Hobbes who wrote one defense of monarchy when 
Charles, the English king, was a prisoner, and the other in 1651, two 
years after King Charles had been decapitated. 

To many contemporary English observers, it seemed as if Hobbes, 
with his belief that kings should be allowed to rule as they see fit, was 
“behind the times,’’ a relic of a bygone age. Hobbes’ real glory and 
fame started a century after he was dead, in the nineteenth century, the 
era of democracy; and it was Bentham and his fellow utilitarians, 
the most radical advocates of democracy, who did the most to revive 
Hobbes’ popularity. 

The utilitarians, to be sure, disagreed with Hobbes’ conclusions even 
though they adopted his methods. They were sure that these conclu- 
sions were entirely outmoded. Yet a century later, in our own genera- 
tion, we find a revival of the principles which Hobbes defended and the 
utilitarians rejected. In fact we can best understand Hobbes if we 
regard him, not as a singer of the swan song of the Stuarts, but as the 
prophet of a system which was to be carried out nearly three centuries 
later by Mussolini and Hitler. 

Hobbes, like Bodin, his spiritual ancestor, was a universal genius. Jusv 
as Bodin busied himself with problems affecting every sphere of human 
activity, so Hobbes studied and wrote \ipon mathematics, physics, 
biology, psychology, and metaphysics, as well as attempted to lay the 
foundations for a complete political philosophy. By very reason of this 
universality of interest, both philosophers occasionally made egregious 
mistakes. Just as Bodin became involved in witchcraft, necromancy, 
and astrology, so did Hobbes spend several useless years trying to prove 
that he had outdone all other mathematical geniuses and had succeeded 
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in solving the problem of how to square the circle. But with both 
Bodin and Hobbes these eccentricities are irrelevant matters. 

In many ways Hobbes was more successful as a universal genius than 
was Bodin. Bodin speculated upon almost everything in heaven and 
earth, sometimes very acutely; but it is only to the political theorist 
that he is of major importance. Hobbes, on the other hand, in addition 
to being a classic in political speculation is also a major figure to all 
metaphysicians and psychologists. 

It is unnecessary for us to delve into the details of the metaphysical 
and psychological systems established by Hobbes, but a word must be 
said regarding these systems as a whole because of the light they throw 
upon Hobbes’ fundamental postulates in the realm of politics. 

J First and foremost, it is necessary to stress Hobbes’ methodology or 
t means he used to arrive at what he considered truth. An ex- 

, ^tA^secretary of Bacon, a contemporary and friend of Descartes, Hobbes 
^ naturally a great advocate the “new” philosophies based upon 
discoveries of the natural sciences, as opposed to the transcendental 
n^taphysics which had dominated Europe during the Middle Ages and 


^ whose influence even Bodin had not been entirely free. 

Bodin had insisted that he was “modern” and that his system was 
entirely rational, that is, based upon pure reason; but he was fond of 
j citing the opinion of such ancient worthies as Cicero, Aristotle, or the 
Oi/d^Dld TestamenUprophets in confirmation of many of his ideas. Hobbes 
almost no attention to what these or any other ancient sages had to 
He was proud that he based his doctrines upon immediate knowl- 
edge of facts rather than upon the opinions or the arguments of other 
men. “ If I had read as many books as other men, I should be as igno- 

Hobbes was a firm believer in the doctrine that all knowledge comes 
tj^ough sense experience and resolutely rejected the notion of “innate 
t^flfleas,” or ideas implanted in the soul by God and known to be true 
lUA^II^^ithout scientific experimentation. Scholastic metaphysics he despised 
^ being a vain juggling of words, completely out of keeping with the 

^wprld of reality. The only use of reason of which he thoroughly ap- 
was either a logical or mathematical use and logic and mathe- 
rV matics are essentially one and the same thing. 

Hobbes was in fact swept away by his enthusiasm for mathematics. 
To him knowledge and measurement were almost synonymous. He 
was especially attracted by geometry and felt that the methods of 
geometry should be applied to all the other sciences. The Leviathan^ 
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his great work on politics, has many analogies with a textbook on geom- 
etry. 

Hobbes is the ancestor of all modern materialists. To him the whole 
universe is reducible to matter — homogeneous matter which appears ^ 
diverse because of the separate motion of different material particles. 
Bodies appear to have color, taste, smell, not because of some inherent 
mysterious qualities, as was believed in the Middle Ages, but merely 
because the motions of these external bodies affect our senses in these 
particular ways. 

Mind Hobbes regarded as “decaying matter,” or as a kind of matter 
so refined as to escape the observation of the senses. Mind, like matter, 
is subject to the eternal laws of cause and effect, so t,jiat the belief in freg 
,.wilJLJs,pidijCulpya^ Both animals and men are governed by irresistible 
impulses, the chief difference between brute creation and humanity 
being the faculty of speech. 

All our complex emotional life can ultimately be reduced to attraction 
and repulsion. Man incessantly strives to gain those things which 
attract him and avoid those things towards which he feels repulsion. 
Happiness or “felicity” is continual success in getting those things to 
which he is attracted. There is nothing inherently good or bad, morally 
speaking, about these attractions and repulsions, as there is nothing 
good or bad about the motions of physical bodies. Morality and moral 
judgments are the products of civilization. 

Upon the foundations of this philosophy, Hobbes proceeds to erect 
his outline of the nature and functions of the state. At the root of all 
Hobbes’ political doctrines is his idea of man and human relations in the 
“state of nature,” that is, the condition of mankind free from the bonds 
of political society. This state of nature exists not merely in the infancy 
of mankind, but continues to exist amongst barbarous peoples today. 
Hobbes believed that many of the American Indians of his day were in' 
a state of nature and that, moreover, any of the civilized peoples of 
Europe were liable to revert to this state if the bonds of government 
were once loosened. It is the state to which man naturally reverts in 
the absence of artificial restraints. 

Filmer, the great advocate of the divine right of kings, argued that 
in a state of nature man is neither free nor equal, because he felt that if 
man were naturally free and equal it would be difficult to defend the 
bonds of absolute monarchy. Hobbes did not share this feeling. He 
was perfectly willing to admit (with the liberals) that in a state of nature 
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man possesses both freedom and equality. Man is free, because by 
definition there is a complete absence of political bonds. He further 
believes that an examination of human beings shows there is no great 
difference between them. '‘Nature hath made men so equal in the 
faculties of the body and mind; as that though there be found one man 
sometimes manifestly stronger in body or quicker mind than another, 
yet when all is reckoned together the difference between man and man is 
not considerable.*’ ® 

But though man in the state of nature is both free and equal, Hobbes 
finds this state of nature to be far from agreeable. Man is essentially 
motivated by self-interest, so that in a natural state one man is per- 
petually at war with every other man. Aristotle and even Bodin had 
claimed that man is essentially a social animal. This Hobbes denies. 
“Men have no pleasure, but on the contrary a great deal of grief in 
keeping company, where there is no power able to overawe them all.** ® 

Man in a state of nature is like the beasts in the jungle. Each takes 
what he can with impunity, robbing and murdering the weaker and 
; fleeing in terror from the stronger. An examination of human nature 
^shows that there are three instincts which cause mankind to engage in 
civil war when left to itself. One is the acquisitive instinct, as the re- 
>sult of which man uses violence to make himself master of other men’s 
^ persons, wives, children, and cattle. The second is the natural corollary 
of the acquisitive instinct, namely, the possessive instinct as the result 
^ of which man endeavors to prevent his neighbors from securing those 
^ things which he himself possesses. The third is the love of glory, as 
the result of which each man seeks the praise and the envy of his 
fellows. 

In a firmly established political society these instincts are repressed, 
or at least held in check, but they continue to exist underneath the 
surface of human society. This continuance is evident by the conduct 
of the respectable citizen even in a civilized state. “When. taking a 
journey he arms himself and seeks to go well accompanied. Whe n 
going to sleep he locks his door, even when in his house he locks the 
. chests .” ^ And this in spite of law and law-enforcing officers. From 
this we can see what our respectable citizen thinks of his fellow citizens, 
his servants, and his children. 

If the existence of these lawless instincts renders life uncomfortable 
in a political society, it is obvious that in a state of nature, where positive 
law and law-enforcing officers are unknown, life is almost unbearable. 
In this state of nature there is and must be “continual fear and danger 
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of violent death, and the life of man is solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and 
short/' 8 

Many of Hobbes' contemporaries, especially those with a liberal 
tinge in their political speculation, were perpetually talking about 
natural rights and natural laws. Generally, these two concepts were 
held to be identical. Hobbes was careful to distinguish between the 
two ideas, though he accepted the validity of both. 

In a state of nature man has indeed natural rights. These rights 
allow him to do anything he pleases as long as he can “get away with 
it.'' He has a perfect right to murder or steal if he can do so success- 
fully, for he is as yet bound by no law prohibiting these actions. 

With Grotius and with Bodin, natural law is essentially moral law, 
which commands man to do good and avoid evil, even when man has 
no positive laws to regulate his conduct. Hobbes has a very different 
concept of the essence and functions of natural law. Like Bodin and 
many others, Hobbes claims that a law is the command of a sovereign, 
and as in the state of nkture there is no sovereign, natural law is not law 
in the true sense of the word. With Grotius, Hobbes believes that the 
so-called natural laws are the precepts or dictates of reason. But by 
dictates of reason Hobbes means something far different from what 
Grotius means in using these words. Grotius, it will be remembered, 
believed that some actions are intrinsically good, others intrinsically 
bad, and that reason merely tells us which are good and which are bad. 
Hobbes, on the other hand, believes that reason merely tells us which 
actions tend towards self-preservation and which towards self-destruc- 
tion. All natural laws. To him, a re^Tcajly only precepts which tend in 
Ae jong run to self-preservation. The basis of judgment is expediency. 
In disobeying these laws man is not wicked; he is merely foolish. 

What are some of the natural laws postulated by Hobbes? The 
first and most fundamental of these laws, the one from which all the 
others follow, is, ''Seek to obtain and preserve peace.'' ® The state of 
nature is a state of war, but in this state of war everyone suffers. Even 
the strong and able man is never safe from the attack of his enemies. 
At any moment he is liable to be caught in a trap, or be slain by the 
artifice of a weaker man, just as Goliath, the strong, was slain by David, 
the weak. It is, therefore, to everyone's advantage to seek to emerge 
from the state of war to a state ef peace. ^ 

The second law is, “ In order to secure peace, each man must he willing^ 
when all other men are equally willing, to lay down his right to all things, 
and must be content with so much liberty against other men as he would 
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allow other men against himself.** Peace is impossible as long as 
each man preserves his natural right to do and to take what he pleases. 
For a man to give up his natural rights, however, if all other men were 
to retain theirs, would be ridiculous. It would be tantamount to com- 
mitting suicide. But if all men were willing to forgo the right to seize 
forcibly what they please, in the long run all would work out to the 
advantage of everyone. As peace can only be secured by this universal 
renunciation of natural rights, it behooves everyone to be willing to 
make this sacrifice and to urge others to do so. 

The third of the natural laws is, ''Every man should carry out his 
covenants and promises,'' The state of war can only give way to a 
state of peace when each man promises, and abides by this promise, 
to give up some of his own natural rights. I give up my rights only on 
the strict understanding that you promise to give up yours. If you 
carry out this promise, the peace between us continues. If you do not, 
I shall naturally resume my rights and the state of war between us is 
recommenced. The basis of all peaceful intercourse between men is 
faith that all men will keep their covenants and that tliose who break 
their covenants will be punished. To break a covenant is unjust. 
In fact, to Hobbes, the very definition of injustice is the non-performance 
of solemn promises. 

Hobbes believes that there are numerous other postulates of natural 
law, but all of these other postulates are merely supplements or corol- 
laries of the three foregoing fundamental principles. Gratitude, mercy, 
modesty, equity may be said to be in accord with natural law, but only 
because and in so far as they tend to preserve peace and hence carry out 
the first and second natural laws. 

In short, all natural laws are maxims which aid man in escaping from 
the state of nature. 

! 

The state, according to Hobbes, arises from the observance of the 
three fundamental natural laws. It is the means by which men escape 
from their natural condition of war to a condition of peace. 

Hobbes’ definition of the state is “regulated and established peace.” 
Hence, in obedience to the first natural law everyone should strive foi 
the foundation and maintenance of the ^ate. For peace to be pre- 
served, each man must give up his natural rights (the second natural 
law). This means that each man must transfer all his natural rights 
to the state. All men must abide by their covenants (the third law). 
This means that no man may seek to regain from the state the rights 
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the latter has secured, and that it is the duty of the state to punish any 
such attempt. 

Bodin, it will be remembered, believed that the origin of the state 
vvas in force. Hobbes insists that the origin of each state is in a contract 
or covenant between the members of the state. He is willing to admit 
that sometimes the contract is entered into under duress. As the result 
of war the people may be forced to accept the overlordship of a con- 
queror. But even in this case Hobbes claims that the basis of govern- 
ment is contract, for the overlordship of the conqueror hinges upon the 
fact that the people, lest they lose their lives, contract either explicitly 
or implicitly with the victor to serve him as subjects. “It is not there- 
fore the victory which giveth the right of dominion over the vanquished, 
but because of his own covenant.*' A state created in this fashion, 
Hobbes calls government by acquisition. 

In most cases, however, says Hobbes, the state originates, not by 
force, but as the result of the voluntary agreement of the inhabitants of 
a certain region to unite in the form of a state. These inhabitants, 
finding the state of nature too unbearable to be endured, come to the 
conclusion that it is to the advantage of all to form a political union. 
For such a union to be formed it is necessary for each and every person 
to agree to transfer his natural rights to a man or to an assembly of 
men^ who thus constitute a neutral third party and who thereafter shall 
exercise sovereign rights over every member of the newly formed 
state. A state formed in this fashion, Hobbes calls a government by 
'institution. 

There are several features in this theory worthy of especial comment. 
In the first place, Hobbes claims that a mi nority has no right to jabject < 
to the choice of a majority in the selection of the sovereign power (a 
point brought up by Filmer), for it can be argued that tEe minority 
tacitly agreed to abide by the will of the majority, or else, and this is 
the important point, it can be argued that the minority never agreed to 
become members of the social contract with its necessary obligations. 
In this case, the minority must still be considered to exist in the primeval 
state of war, and they may therefore be destroyed without injustice 
by the newly constituted state unless this minority submit to the decree 
of the majority. 

In the second place, Hobbes is insistent that the members of the 
newly formed state have no right to withdraw their promises of obedi- 
ence, whatever the provocation. By the third natural law, men are 
forced to stand by their covenants, lest they relapse into the horrible 
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state of nature. Hence any attempt to rebel against or resist the 
commands of the sovereign is a violation of the third natural law and 
leads straight back to primeval anarchy. 

Many of the advocates of the social contract theory argued that the 
contract is between the governor and the governed. The governed 
or subjects agree to do so and so, but only on condition that the governor 
or monarch fulfills his obligations and treats his subjects justly and 
fairly. In consequence of this theory it could be and was held that if 
the governor acts unjustly, his subjects can claim that the contract has 
been broken and are justified in rebelling. 

Hobbes would have none of this theory. According to him the social 
contract is not between the governor and the governed, but between 
each and every member of the state — the sovereign, in fact, is not a 
party to this contract — (at least in governments by institution). 
By the terms of Hobbes* contract, each member of the community 
agrees to forgo his natural rights, or rather to transfer them to the 
neutral third party (the sovereign) ; hence whatever the sovereign may 
do must necessarily be in accord, with this contract. By the first uni- 
versal, irrevocable transfer of power to the sovereign, the action of the 
sovereign, whatever it be, becomes the action of every member of the 
state. 

Finally, it should be noted that by the terms of the social contract 
the sovereign obtains absolute and complete control over all the citizens 
of the state. Bodin originated the doctrine of sovereignty, but, as we 
have seen, Bodin’s sovereign was far from absolute. Bodin would not 
permit his sovereign to act contrary to the laws of God, the laws of 
nature, or fundamental constitutional laws. His sovereign could not 
interfere with family or property rights. 

From what Hobbes says about the rights inherent in sovereignty, it 
is clear that all these restrictions are swept away. 

First, the sovereign has the power to make and repeal all laws; of 
hearing and deciding all controversies which may arise concerning any 
law; and of either punishing or pardoning those who break these laws. 

Second, the sovereign has the right to appoint and dismiss all officials 
and magistrates, both civil and military. No man can claim to have an 
inalienable or hereditary right to any office. In like manner, the 
sovereign must be the fountain of honor, with power to grant such 
ranks and titles as please him. 

Third, the sovereign has the right to maintain peace or conduct war 
with neighboring states. This in turn means that the sovereign must 
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have control over the armed forces of the state. This control is in 
contrast with the old feudal levies in which the bulk of the soldiers 
were led by their own lords and were only indirectly subject to the 
commands of the monarch. 

Fourth, in contrast with Bodin, Hobbes insists that the sovereign 
must have full power to levy taxation in order to provide for the army 
and the civil magistrates. It is useless to grant the sovereign the right 
to raise an army and appoint magistrates unless he also has the right 
to levy money from his subjects so that these persons may be paid. 

Fifth, not only has the sovereign the right to tax the private property 
of his subjects, but the very ownership of private property and the 
laws governing this ownership are derived from the will of the sovereign. 
Other advocates of the social contract theory claimed that private 
property was a natural right governed by natural law. But in Hobbes’ 
scheme a man possesses property in a civil state only as the result of a 
grant on the part of the sovereign. 

Finally, the sovereign has a right to censor and prevent the spread 
of all opinions which appear dangerous. Hobbes was frightened of 
the results which might arise from liberty of speech and liberty of the 
press. “The actions of men proceed from their opinions and in the 
well governing of opinions consisteth the well governing of men’s 
actions.” 

Bodin had claimed that the monarch could not change the laws of 
succession. Hobbes, on the other hand, claims that if sovereignty 
really be in the hands of one person, this person must have the right to 
choose as his heir anyone he pleases, though Hobbes was prepared to 
admit that normally the monarch would and should permit succession 
to the throne by hereditary rules. 

What of Bodin’s statement that the laws of the temporal sovereign 
might be contrary to the laws of nature and the laws of God? In 
Hobbes’ system the conflict between civil and natural laws is rendered 
impossible. In the first place the chief purpose of the natural laws is to 
secure peace through the erection of an omnipotent state; hence the 
state in using these omnipotent rights in any way it pleases is merely 
following the dictates of natural law. 

Against those stubborn persons who persisted in advocating the 
supremacy of natural over civil law, Hobbes made use of another argu-t 
ment. All laws, he states, have need of interpretation, including the 
law of nature. In fact, owing to passions and prejudices the law of 
nature has now become very obscure, and has the greatest need of 
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authoritative interpretation. Now, it is not permissible for this in- 
terpretation to lie in the hands of private persons. Rather must its 
interpretation come from the judges appointed by the sovereign. In- 
deed natural law, which is essentially a body of rational maxims, only 
acquires the force of true law when it is interpreted and applied by the 
sovereign and his judicial agents. 

In view of the strong theological passion of the age, Hobbes could 
not directly deny the dictum that the laws of the sovereign might be 
contrary to the laws of God, but he was able to get around this maxim 
in much the same manner as he circumvented the laws of nature. 
How, he asks, are we to know which really are the commands of God? 
There are many persons and groups of persons who claim to have re- 
ceived God’s law by direct revelation, but these persons usually con- 
tradict one another even on fundamental points. ‘‘How can man be 
assured of the revelation of another without a revelation particularly to 
himself?” and again, “If men were at liberty to take for God’s com- 
mandments their own dreams and fancies, or the dreams and fancies of 
private men, scarce two men would agree upon what is God’s com- 
mandment ... I conclude . . . therefore that ... all subjects are bound 
to obey tjiat for divine law which is declared to be so by the laws of the 
commonwealth.” In other words, men must indeed obey God’s law, 
but it is up to the state to decide what is and what is not God’s law.^‘* 

From the above passages it is obvious that Hobbes dismisses as 
absurd the claims of the Catholic and of all other churches to act as 
infallible judges of divine revelation. To him the only possible church is 
a church established and controlled by the stale, whose supreme 
pastor is the sovereign. From this it follows that any body of men 
meeting for worship without the sovereign’s command is no church, but 
merely an unlawful assembly. 

For Hobbes there is only one important limitation to the sovereign’s 
power. The sovereign may kill a man (for treason or other causes) 
and not act unjustly. But the sovereign may not lawfully command a 
man to kill himself nor not to resist those who assault him. The reason 
for this is not a horror of suicide, but merely a corollary to Hobbes’ 
view of the nature of the social contract. Man enters into the contract 
in order to preserve his own existence; hence the command to commit 
suicide is a direct Ijreach of this contract, and is the only act which can 
be considered such a breach. In the presence of such a command, a 
man is freed from the obligations of the contract and eoes back to the 
original state of nature. 
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This idea brings up another phase of Hobbes’ philosophy. Hobbes 
is insistent upon the absolute obligation of subjects to obey the com- 
mands of their sovereign, except under one condition. When the 
legitimate sovereign has lost all power to protect his subjects or to pre- 
serve them from injury, the duty of obedience ceases. The subject 
under the terms of the social contract must blindly obey the de jure 
monarch as long as the latter can maintain peace and order; but in the 
event of successful civil war, the de jure monarch loses his power, and 
the duty of obedience automatically ceases; the subject is then free to 
seek peace by serving under the new de facto ruler. It was by means of 
this doctrine that Hobbes, the pillar of royalism, justified his own ac- 
tions in accepting the rule of Cromwell after the execution of Charles I. 

Hobbes was perfectly willing to admit, as did Bodin, that sovereignty 
may be placed in the hands of more than one person. In dealing with 
this problem he adopts the old classification of monarchy, aristocracy, 
and democracy. Older writers from Aristotle on sought to distinguish 
between monarchy and tyranny, aristocracy and oligarchy, democracy 
and mob rule. Hobbes rejects this system of classification on the 
ground that such distinctions are subjective rather than objective. 
‘‘They that are discontented under monarchy call it tyranny, they that 
are displeased with aristocracy call it oligarchy, so also they who find 
themselves grieved under a democracy call it anarchy.” The same 
government may well be considered a monarchy by some and a tyranny 
by others. 

Having postulated the idea that there are three and only three forms 
of government, Hobbes proceeds to discuss the merits and demerits of 
each system. Considering his background, it is not surprising to find 
that for both theoretical and practical reasons, monarchy is ultimately 
declared to be the best. 

Many of Hobbes’ arguments are the same as those of his predecessors. 
Like them he points out the weakness and vacillation of democratic 
assemblies — how the common people are more likely to be swayed by 
passions than by reason. More interesting are the arguments which 
Hobbes bases upon his conception of human nature, the inevitable 
tendency of man to be dominated by self-interest. 

All men are necessarily swayed more by private than by public in- 
terests. 

From whence it follows that where the public and private interest are most 
closely united, there is the public most advanced. Now in monarchy the 
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private interest is the same as the public. The riches, power, honor, of a 
monarch arise only from the riches, strength and reputation of his sub- 
jects . . , whereas in a democracy or aristocracy the public prosperity confers 
not so much to the private fortune of one who is corrupt or ambitious as 
doth many time a perfidious advice, a treacherous action, or a civil war.'® 

Hobbes is willing to admit that a monarch may and probably will be 
selfish, granting special favors to his friends and flatterers. But he 
believes that the members of a democratic assembly will pursue the 
same policy. “And whereas the favorites of mbnarchs are few, and 
they have none to advance save their own kindred, the favorites of an 
assembly are many, and the kindred more numerous than of any 
monarch.” In a monarchy, in other words, public money may be 

wasted on the king’s mistresses, but the sums spent in this way are 
nothing compared with the “pork barrel” money and the soldiers’ 
bonuses which will be voted by a democratic assembly in order to win 
favor with the mob. 

In addition to formulating a general philosophy of the state, Hobbes 
also gives many specific pieces of advice to rulers on how best to govern 
their subjects. Though interesting, most of this advice must be passed 
over in silence. 

It is, however, of interest to observe that Hobbes insists upon the 
equality of all subjects before the law. To counterbalance this notion, 
he also insists upon the idea that all subjects are equally liable to tax- 
ation. 

He also argues in favor of the public care of those incapable of look- 
ing after themselves. 

Whereas many men by accident inevitably become unable to maintain 
themselves by their labor, they ought not to be le'ft to the charity of private 
persons. But if the unfortunates should be provided for, stern measures 
should be used against those who are destitute merely because they are lazy. 
For such as have strong bodies . . . they are to be forced to work, and to avoid 
the excuse of not finding employment, there ought to be such laws as may 
encourage all manner of arts, such as navigation, agriculture, fishing, and all 
manner of manufacture which requires labor. The multitude of poor and 
yet strong peo[)le yet increasing, they are to be transplanted into countries 
not sufficiently inhabited.*® 

The implications of this doctrine are of especial interest. In con- 
trast with the early followers of the liberal-democratic tradition who 
believed in the doctrine of laissez faire, that the government should 
interfere as little as possible in the private affairs of its subjects, and 
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should let commerce and industry look after itself, Hobbes believed 
that it was the duty of the state to look after the welfare of its citizens 
by public relief on the one hand and by the promotion and regulation 
of industry on the other. 
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CHAPTER IV 


The Decay of Absolutism 


TrroMAS Hobbes represents the high-water mark in seventeenth century 
absolutism. By absolutism is meant the belief in the absolute right 
of the state to control the individual, and also the belief that the state 
itself should be controlled by a single person. On both points Hobbes 
must be regarded as an early but important precursor of Fascism. 

At the time of Hobbes* death (1679) it must have appeared to most 
observers that his philosophy or some variation of his philosophy was 
likely to prevail in Europe for a long period. Everywhere there ap- 
peared to be a tendency to accept absolute monarchy as the ideal form 
of government. In Spain, in France, in Germany, even in Holland and 
the Scandinavian countries, the semi-democratic institutions of earlier 
days had lost their vitality. In many cases they had entirely dis- 
appeared. In Switzerland, to be sure, democratic institutions still 
prevailed, but the Swiss cantons were regarded as geographic curiosities. 
In Italy, Genoa and Venice were still republics, but these two city-states 
had lost their old virility. Their importance was over; they were 
museum pieces and their political institutions were but interesting 
relics of earlier times. In Poland the nobility preserved and even aug- 
mented their power over the king, with the result that Poland was 
always in a condition bordering on anarchy. Poland, in Tact, constituted 
to most observers a classic example of how not to run a government. 

It was only in England, Hobbes* own country, that there appeared 
any marked opposition to political absolutism; and even here, to the 
superficial spectator at least, it seemed that liberalism was on the 
wane. During the period 1640-1660, to be sure, the English Parlia- 
ment and the English people had risen against their king; they had 
defeated, imprisoned, and finally decapitated him. For a brief period 
the monarchy itself had been abolished and supreme power entrusted 
to Oliver Cromwell, who as Ford Protector was supposed to be the 
delegate and the agent of the English populace. But the very violence 
of the revolution and of the revolutionary principles had brought an 
equally violent reaction. The people soon tired of republican govern 
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ment, and shortly after Oliver Cromvveirs death the monarchy was 
restored and Charles II, the legitimate heir, placed upon the En^dish 
throne. 

The restoration of 1660 seemed to mark the passing of all the political 
ideals which had motivated the revolution. England was again ruled 
by an hereditary monarch, and royal rule was accepted with mad 
enthusiasm by all sections of the population. The new House of 
Commons appeared to be more zealous for monarchy than the monarch 
himself. Addressing Charles II, its members declared, *' We submi t 
and oblige ourselves and our posterities to y our Majesty for ever. ’ ’ 
An act of Parliament provided that all officeholders must swear that 
it was unlawful, on any pretext whatever, to take arms against the king 
or his officers. The works of the republicans, such as Milton and 
Harrington, were publicly burned, and the booksellers declared them- 
selves disgraced by the fact that some of their profession had been 
willing to sell such seditious books. The works of Kilmer, of Hobbes, 
and of other advocates of divine or absolute right, enjoyed immense 
popularity. Freedom of conscience was a thing of the past. All 
political rights were made dependent upon conformity with the estab- 
lished church, the supreme head of which was the king. Freedom of 
speech on all matters, either ecclesiastical or secular, was outlawed by 
stringent licensing laws. 

THE RISE OF LIBERALISM 

Appearances are often deceptive. At the very time when absolutism 
seemed everywhere triumphant, the way was being prepared for the 
resurgence of liberal institutions and liberal doctrines. By an his- 
toric accident it was, once more, England which led the way. The 
idyllic honeymoon of Charles II and the English people, which started 
in 1660, did not and could not last. Before many years Charles’ 
arbitrary actions aroused widespread discontent. Parliament, which 
at first had been so obsequious, began to throw obstacles in the king’s 
path. Charles, in fact, had so much difficulty in securing money from 
the House of Commons that he was forced to rely upon a secret subsidy 
paid him by Louis XIV of France. Nevertheless Charles enjoyed the 
privileges of his position too much to be willing to endanger his throne 
by embarking upon headstrong measures, and on several occasions 
rescinded acts which proved to be universally unpopular. Fear of 
another period of civil disturbance kept the populace loyal to the 
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monarchy as long as there was no extreme provocation, and Charles 
was able to rule for over a quarter of a century in comparative tran- 
quillity. 

In 1685 the merry mona^;-ch died, and James II, his brother, ascended 
the throne. From the beginning of his reign there was widespread 
restlessness, and after three years (1688) King James was forced to 
flee the country. The vacant throne was given to Mary, James’ 
daughter, and her husband, William, Prince of Orange. This second, 
bloodless revolution was accomplished almost overnight, and this time 
the changes brought about by the revolt were to prove permanent. 
The legitimate line of the Stuarts was forever excluded from the throne, 
and with the passing of the Stuarts there also disappeared all belief in 
the divine right of kings. This doctrine, which had commanded general 
acceptance in the seventeenth century, soon came to be regarded as 
childishly ridiculous in the eighteenth century. Even the Hobbesian 
doctrine of the practical value of and need for an absolute monarch 
and an absolute state fell into disfavor, not to be revived again until 
the middle of the nineteenth century. 

The leaders of the second, successful revolution soon felt the need of a 
system of political philosophy which would support and explain the 
actions which they had taken. By reason of the great dissimilarity of 
their ideals from those of the previous revolutionaries, it was impossible 
for them to use the writings which had been in vogue a few years 
earlier. Many spokesmen of the old revolutionary party had been 
Presbyterians, with a jCalvinistic attitude towards all gove rnmental 
problems, and to the leaders of the new revolution Presbyterianism 
was anathema. Many of the writers of the Cromwellian era, men such 
as Milton and Harrington, had been out-and-out republicans, and 
hence were immediately ruled out of court, for the new revolutionaries 
were sound believers in a constitutional monarchy . even though they 
were opponents of absolutism. In a word, all the older writings had to 
be swept aside and provision made for a new political gospel which 
would embody the ideals of the men who had placed William and Mary 
upon the throne. 

England did not have long to wait. A year after the expulsion of 
King James, John Locke (1632-1704) published his Treatises on Civil 
Government and these essays were at once accepted as the authoritative 
expression of the theoretical basis of the new system of government. 
Though they were composed as party pamphlets to defend the new 
order, Locke’s essays were destined to become and remain classics in 
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the literature of political philosophy. Quoted and requoted by later 
writers, they served as models for succeeding thinkers of the liberal 
tradition, and inspired the leaders of both the American and French 
Revolutions. These essays are of importance even to those persons 
whose primary interest is the study of the development of the absolutist 
or Fascist tradition, if only because most of the later defenders of 
absolutism went out of their way to attack Locke and all the basic 
principles of his political philosophy. If only by way of contrast, the 
doctrines of Locke bring the fundamental assumptions of the Fascists 
into sharp relief. (j 

Locke’s political philosophy starts with two fundamental doctrines. 

One is that men are rational; the other that men are “naturally” morexo fyU/ 
or less equal. Hobbes, the absolutist, believed that man is normally 
irrational, in the sense that human action is motivated by impulse and i/fi 
passion rather than by reason. Locke, on the other hand, believed that 
reason was the dominant factor in human, certainly in social life. By 
the use of reason men learn to control their passions. At any given 
moment the passions may gain the upper hand, but after each such 
explosion reason sets in and strives to regulate human intercourse. 

To Locke it appeared obvious that all laws and all governments should 
be in accordance with rational principles. Locke was also convinced 
that naturally and innately men are more or le ss equal . He was willing 
to admit that some men are a little wiser, or a little stronger, or a little 
more industrious than others, but to him the differences between men 
are far less striking and far less important than their similarities. He was W 
certain that many of the differences which seem to exist between men i 
are arbitrary and artificial rather than natural. L ocke was a strong 
environmentalist in th e sense that he be lieved that a man’s mental and 
moral ability are largely the resj^t of the experiences, the sensations, 
or the cduF^ olnTo^W htchnie is exposed . When, therefore, one man 
appears wiseand another stupid, it may well mean nothing more than 
that one man has had a better upbringing than the other. 

Locke agreed with Hobbes that all men once lived in a pre-political 
condition or a “state of nature” and that this state of nature continues 
to exist among primitive peoples even today. But there was a vast 
difference between Hobbes’ state of nature and the one postulated by ^ 

Locke. Hobbes’ state of nature, it will be remembered, was really a 
state of war, with every man’s hand raised against his fellows. Locke 
regarded the state of nature as normally peaceful because of man’s 
social instinct. The state of nature was defined as “a state of peace, * 

yho^ ^ 
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good- w ill, mutual assistance, and preservatio n/^ It goes without 
saying that in the state of nature as pictured by Locke all men were 
not only equal but also free. 

Locke accepted Hobbes’ doctrine of natural rights and natural law, 
but radically transformed both ideas, and in doing so went back to a 
position similar to that occupied by Grotius. According to Hobbes, a 
man has a ‘'natural right” to everything he can lay his hands on. He 
has a perfect right to kill or enslave another and to seize the latter’s 
property, if he can do so with impunity to himself. To Locke this 
doctrine was horrible. Locke assumed that moral order characterizes 
the whole universe and hence the state of nature. It follows from this 
assumption that in a natural state each man has a right to life, liberty, 
and property, and as each man possesses these rights, it is obvious that 
no man may rightfully interfere with the life, liberty, or property of 
another. Locke’s doctrine of natural right neces.sarily led to a reinter- 
^pretation of natural law. To Hobbes, natural laws were merely the 
maxims which each man should follow, the better to preserve his own 
life. To Locke, as to (irotius, natural law is the moral law, established 
^by God, and discoverable by reason. In other words, n atural law is the 
^ djrecL counterpart of natural right . Natural right insures each man 
his own life, liberty, and property; natural law forces us to respect the 
life, liberty, and property of other persons. 

^ Locke was sufficiently optimistic to believe that in ordinary cir- 
. cumstanccs mankind will obey natural laws, even in the absence of 
I force or sanctions. But he admitted that from time to time ofTenders 
will arise who will break the law by injuring their fellow men or by 
seizing their possessions. In a state of nature there are not and can- 
not be special officials charged with the punishment of breaches of 
^natural law. Hence it is necessary for each man to take justice into 
his own hands. This situation necessarily brings about some injustice 
and confusion. It is this fact which makes the slate of nature in- 
convenient and vexatious, and which eventually leads men voluntarily 
to frame a social contract and thereby institute a political state. The 
purpose of the state, in Locke’s philosophy, is merely to see that natural 
rights are safeguarded and natural law executed more judiciously. 

^ To secure these ends, every state has for its fundamental aims, first, the 
transformation of the general unwritten precepts of natural law into 
^ established, settled, and known law, regarding the interpretation of 
^ which there can be no dispute; second, the establishment of known and 
‘^impartial judges^ to settle^dfsputes which may arise und^ this law. 
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finally, the establishment of a police power to see that the decisions of 
the judges are carried into effect. According to Locke, in instituting the 
state, man gives up none of his natural rights save the right to decide 
and execute for himself the cornmaiids of natural law. 

From these general assumptions Locke proceeded to draw a number 
of practical conclusions. These conclusions may be said to constitute 
the bulwarks of the defense of democracy and of individualism. 

By democracy Locke meant merely the absence of despotism. He 
was not a republican and seems sincerely to have believed that a con- 
stitutional monarchy was the best form of government. He evinced 
no dislike for the House of Lords, and tacitly admitted its right to share 
in the machinery of government. He rather distrusted direct demo- 
cratic control over the state. Nonetheless Locke was a democrat, as 
can be seen by his insistence upon the maxim that all government must 
rest upon the consent of the governed. This doctrine is, indeed, merely 
a necessary deduction from Locke's views regarding the social contract. 
In Locke’s philosophy the state comes into existence only by the 
voluntary union of its individual citizens. Moreover, this consent to 
the contract must, according to Locke, be renewed each generation. 
Many other political philosophers, including Hobbes, had argued that 
the contract was made everlasting; that the promises made by the 
fathers were automatically binding upon the sons and upon all later 
generations; that by being born under any government, a man was 
naturally subject to it. Locke rejected this doctrine and held that 
every man is born “free,” and that on reaching maturity he should 
have full liberty of choice as to whether or not he wishes to be a member 
of the community of which his parents formed a part. 

Locke also accepted the well-known liberal maxim that all rulers 
and magistrates derive their authority from the people. He resolutely^ 
rejected the notion that kings rule by divine appointment. He also 
held that no just and legal government could be dependent upon force. 
The people, by the social contract, have formed the state, and the state, 
by majority decision, can institute any governmental organs it chooses. 
The state may well hand over the functions of government to a king or 
to an hereditary aristocracy, but even in an absolute monarchy, the 
king must be considered to derive his authority from a majority of the 
people. As an additional bulwark against despotism Locke invoked 
the doctrine of the separation of powers. To Locke the functions of' 
government are threefold, one federative, one executive, one legislative. 
The legislative function is to frame and pass laws; the executive function 
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is merely to see that the laws are put into operation; the federative 
function is the conduct of foreign affairs. 

Though Locke insisted that the executive and federative functions 
are essentially separate and distinct, he was willing to permit a single 
person to perform both functions, and such a person might well be an 
hereditary monarch. But though the federative and executive func- 
tions could and should be thus united, he held that there is a vast gulf 
between these functions on the one hand and the legislative function 
on the other. To be sure, the state, if a majority of its citizens so wished 
it, could delegate both executive and legislative functions to a single 
individual. Hence absolute monarchy was perfectly legal and legiti- 
mate as long as it originated in the will of the community, but Locke 
obviously felt that such a union of governmental organs was extremely 
unwise and might well lead to disaster. Locke looked without disfavor 
upon the English Parliament with its two Houses, one of which repre- 
sented not the people but the hereditary aristocracy. Nor did he object 
to the king sharing in the legislative function by his right to veto all 
bills. But he insisted that as the English state had granted the legisla- 
tive function jointly to king and Parliament, it was illegal for the king 
to seek to deprive Parliament of any of its legislative rights. 

As a final bulwark against despotic government Locke insisted upon 
the right of armed revolution against tyrannous government. If the 
king betrayed the trust which had been placed in him; if he tried to 
assume more power than that which had been delegated to him, the 
people, according to Locke, have a perfect right to revolt. Locke, 
moreover, was willing to admit that even Parliament, consisting of the 
elected delegates of the people, might at times become tyrannical, and 
so the right of rebellion was extended to cover this situation as well. 
“Though in a constituted commonwealth ... there can be but one 
supreme power which is the legislative, . . . yet the legislative being 
only a fiduciary power to act for certain ends, there remains still in the 
people a supreme power to remove or alter the legislative, when they 
find the legislative act contrary to the trust reposed in them.” ^ 

Quite as important as the democratic or anti-despotic phase of Locke’s 
thinking was the emphasis he laid upon individual rights inside the 
political state. It is essential to bear in mind, in this connection, the 
profound difference between Hobbes and Locke with respect to the 
rights given up by each person when he enters into the social contract. 
With Hobbes, the social contract implies that each person gives up al/ 
his rights and privileges to the “sovereign” — that whatever rights 
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the private individual possesses thereafter are merely those granted 
him by the sovereign. The sovereign is thus free to dispose of a man's 
person, actions, and possessions as he sees fit. With Locke, the social 
contract entails none of these consequences. With him the institution 
of the political state does not interfere with the operation of natural 
law nor with the retention of nearly all of a man’s najtural rights. Ac- 
cording to Locke, when a man joins or forms a state he_pregerves intact 
all his natural rights except the right to interpret a nd . execu te . thj^ 
comman ds of natural la^. Each man retains full control over his own 
life, liberty, and possessions, and the community has no right to inter- 
fere with these things, except to punish a man who seeks to interfere with 
the life, liberty, or possessions of other persons. 

From this general proposition Locke drew several important con- 
clusions. To Locke it seemed ob vious that it was no t the function o f^ 
the st ate to atten^t to make its citiz ens better, wiser, or wealthier 
than tlie>r^re~ origin^l^ Hence he was opposed to all governmentar 
*^ternallsm. "The function of the state he considered to be entirely 
negative: to punish crime and thereby preserve the natural rights of 
each of its citizens. It goes without saying that Locke believed tha^ 
each man had a natural right to freedom of speech and of writing, and 
to freedom of religious belief, as long as a man's speech, writing, or 
religious belief did not seriously interfere with the rights of other men. 
Even more important was Locke’s assertion that neither the legislative 
body nor the community as a whole could take from any man any part 
of his property save with his own consent. According to Hobbes, in 
a political state a man possesses no inherent right to private property. 
What property a man does “possess” is granted to him by the state and 
may be taken back by the state. According to Locke, prop erty, being 
but the. fru i t of a man’s own labor, belongs to him absolutely, and the 
state jha^np control over it, exc ept, of course, to levy taxe s upon it for 
^ support of state functions. 

The doctrine of the “natural right to property” was to have a 
profound effect upon later generations, and is worthy of special con- 
sideration. Though not exactly original with Locke, it was scarcely 
heard of in Europe prior to the seventeenth century, and it was Locke 
who gave it its clearest exposition. In the Middle Ages the ownership 
of property was universally held to imply duties as well as rights, and 
if the duties were not fulfilled, the rights were forfeited. It was every- 
where agreed that the property-owner must provide for the support of 
the poor; in fact he must be ready to share his goods with the needy, 
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even if they were not in actual destitution. Most mediaeval thinkers held 
that the possession of property was a trusteeship or stewardship rather 
than outright ownership, and that the trusteeship would be forfeited if 
the owner neglected his social obligations. In the Middle Ages, as 
Tawney remarks: 

Just as the peasant may not cultivate his land in the way he thinks most 
profitable to himself, but is bound by (he law of the village to grow the crops 
which the village needs and to throw his strips over to his neighbors’ beats, 
so the lord is required both by custom and by statute to forego the anti-social 
profits to be won by methods of agriculture which injure his neighbor and 
weaken the state. He may not raise the rent nor demand increased fines, 
for the function of the peasant, though different, is not less essential than 
his own.'-^ 

The seventeenth century theorizers, with Locke at their head, changed 
all this. Property-ownership became ownership by inalienable right. 
It was claimed that a property-owner had the right to do as he pleased 
with his own. If a man found it advantageous to graze sheep rather 
than grow grain, he had a perfect right to oust his tenants from their 
farms, and the state was to be excluded from all interference with the 
exercise of this right. Religion or humanitarianism should, indeed, in- 
duce a man to be charitable, but it was no part of the stale’s functions 
to regulate what a man should do with his private possessions. 

The first English revolution, the revolt against Charles I, aroused 
little sympathy on the continent of Europe. The execution of the king 
awakened a general feeling of horror, together with a belief that the 
English had gone out of their heads. Had the Commonwealth per- 
sisted, it is probable that it would eventually have had a profound 
effect upon continental Europe, but the sudden collapse of republican 
government and the restoration of the Stuarts made the Europeans 
believe that the revolution had been but a temporary local disturbance, 
of little value to serious students of political philosophy. The second 
revolution, followed by the expulsion of James II, was destined to have 
a far different effect upon the development of continental thought. 
At first, to be sure, the new revolt was received with silent and rather 
skeptical amazement. The Europeans were certain that before long 
King James or his son would be back on the throne, but as decade fol- 
lowed decade and the strictly limited monarchy of 1689 proved to be 
a strong and stable form of government, the peoples of Europe gradually 
came to realize that the English political system was worthy of serious 
consideration. 
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During the eighteenth century the prestige of England was con- 
stantly on the increase. The success of the armies led by King William 
and later by the Duke of Marlborough showed that a limited monarchy 
was able to fight on at least equal terms with absolute monarchies, 
The steady growth of English wealth, commerce, and industry at a 
time when most of the continental countries were commercially on the 
downgrade impressed the European public deeply with the idea that 
there might be something radically wrong with their own system and 
something fundamentally right with the British social, economic, and 
political organization. There was an immense curiosity about England 
and all things English, including the political principles which motivated 
the English system of government. Naturally enough, there arose, 
before long, a number of men who sought to interpret British institu- 
tions and British political philosophy to the European public. In 
most cases these interpreters were highly flattering to the British. In 
several cases these interpretations gave rise to new systems of political 
theory, systems based in large measure upon the ideas of Locke, but 
difl'ering from him in several important features. 

At this time France was the heart and soul of continental Europe. 
It is hardly surprising, therefore, to find that it was the French who 
were most curious about English institutions and that it was among 
the French writers that the foremost interpreters of these institutions 
and ideas arose. Chief amongst these interpreters was Charles Louis! 
de Secondat, Baron de la Brede and de Montesquieu (1689-1755), best* 
known to posterity by the simple name of Montesquieu. Montesquieu’s 
best known book, The Spirit of Laws (published in 1748), enjoyed an im- 
mense populj^rity in European literary and political circles, and this 
popularity aided enormously in the spread of liberal ideas on the Con- 
tinent, 

Montesquieu was influenced by the English in general and by Locke in 
particular. But though Montesquieu agreed with Locke in most of the 
latter’s conclusions, the two men differed radically in method, in atti-| 
tude, and in fundamental assumptions. Locke based his political 
philosophy upon primordial individual rights and upon the supposed^ 
terms of the social contract, f IVIontesquieu thought that the whole 
jde a of natur al rights was meaningless and that the doctrine of the 
social contract was absurd. Locke was theoretical and analytical; 
^ojite^quieu was practicaXand histori^l. Locke dealt with govern- 
ments as they ought to be; Montesquieu with governments as they were, 
even though willing to indicate certain advisable reforms. Locke 
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argued whether or not revolution was justifiable; Montesquieu took 
revolutions for granted and studied their causes. 

Even in the field of practical politics there were important differences 
between Locke and Montesquieu. Locke Wjas the prophet both of 
^mocracy and of individualism. Montesquieu was primarily con- 
cerned only with individualism and individual rights. He advocated a 
certain amount of democratic control only in order that individual rights 
might better be preserved. Wh^re individual rights were seen to be 
endangered by pure democracy, pure democracy was immediately 
placed in the discard. But though Montesquieu’s fundamental political 
postulate is the^upremacy of individual ri ght^ his views on individual 
rights differed radically from those which Locke has expressed on the 
subject. Locke believed in the eternal, absolute rights of the individual, 
which he was supposed to possess irrespective of whether he was or was 
not a member of a state. Montesquieu thought that the doctrine of 
natural rights was ridiculous. Even concrete political rights (the right 
to vote, etc.) were to him little more than matters of convenience or 
historical accident; but his whole political philosophy -was based on a 
plea for actual human and personal rights, the right of each individual 
to lead a normal, decent life without being subjected to the whim of any 
f>erson or any group of persons or even of the community as a whole, 
^iontesquieu was, in fact, the founder of what is known as guarantisniy 
the system designed to protect the real freedom of the individual 
against encroachment by the state or any group within the state. 

To secure this freedom for the individual, Montesquieu advocated 

the doctrine of check and balance and the logical development of this 

doctrine, namely, the separation of powers. The idea of check and 

balance was based upon the idea that “constant experience shows us 

•that every man invested with power is apt to abuse it, and to carry his 

authority as far as it will go. . . . To prevent this abuse, it is necessary from 

the very nature of things that power should be a check to power.” 

^Montesquieu thought that he had found a perfect example of check and 

balance in England, where the government of the country was shared 

\)etween the king, the House of Lords, and the House of Common<=’, no 

one of these three factors being possessed of ultimate or sovereign 

power. It was right, according to Montesquieu, that the king should 

be the supreme magistrate, that the person of the king should be sacred 

and inviolable, and that the king should have an absolute veto upon all 

^ws. It was right that the monarch should have the power to fiimi mon, 

✓prorogue, and dissolve Parliament when he pleased, but lest he let too 

0. — 
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great a time pass without summoning the legislative body it was de- 
sirable that money and supplies should be granted by Parliament for 
only a limited period. It was, of course, necessary that all laws be 
passed and all taxes voted by Parliament before being submitted to the 
king for approval. ( 

According to Montesquieu, in all states there are bound to be persons 
distinguished by their birth, their riches, and their honors. There are/ 
also bound to be a large number of people who possess none of thesi 
I advantages. Montesquieu felt that both these elements should have a^ 
Vshare in government. But if every man should have but one vote in 
elections to a single assembly, the aristocratic clement, being in the 
minority, would certainly be oppressed. To protect the interests of. 
this group in the community it was advisable that the aristocrat^ 
should form a separate branch of the legislature with a right ** to rhecKs 
Jhe licen sc_ of the people.’* It was well, moreover, that the nobles 
should have certain judicial privileges. m 

The great are always obnoxious to popular envy; and were they to be 
judged by the people, they might be in danger from their judges. . . . The 
nobility, for this reason, ought not to be cited before the ordinary courts 
of judicature, but before that part of the legislature which is composed of 
their own body.^ 

But while Montesquieu thus believed in granting power and special 
privilege to the hereditary nobility, he also believed that the plebSy the 
common people, should have the right to oppose any undue encroach- 
ment on the part of the nobility. Jn fact Montesquieu went even further 
than his English contemporaries, for whereas in the eighteenth century 
suffrage for the House of Commons was limited to a small group of 
persons, Montesquieu urged that ** all the inhabit ants . . . ought to hay^ 
a ri ght of voting at the election of a representative, except such as are 
in so mea^a situation as to be deemed to have no will of their own.””^ 
Montesquieu, to be sure, had no great belief in the political sagacity 
of the mob. ** The p eople . . . a re incap able of conducting administration 
The mseLyes^.*' ® In fact they were considered unfit even to discuss publiJ 
affairs. Hence Montesquieu was a stern opponent of direct democracy. 
Nevertheless he was convinced that the people are extremely well 
qualified to choose persons to whom legislative authority may be 
entrusted. The people know nothing of tactics, but “ they can tell when 
a person has fought many battles and has been crowned with success; 
they are therefore capable of electing a general.** The people know 
little or nothing of law, yet ‘‘they can tell when a judge is assiduous in 
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his office, gives general satisfaction, and has never been charged with 
bribery/' ® Hence it is all right for the people to have the power to 
elect their judicial officials. 

From the belief that the people, though ignorant, are capable of 
choosing suitable representatives, Montesquieu deduced two important 
corollaries. In the first place, 

the members of the legislature should not be chosen from the general body 
of the nation, but it is proper that in every considerable place a representative 
should be elected by the inhabitants. . . . The inhabitants of a particular 
town are much better acquainted with its wants and interests than with those 
of other places; and are better judges of the capacity of their neighbors than 
of that of the rest of their countrymen.^ 

From this statement it is clear that Montesquieu would have been 
strongly opposed to the electoral system in vogue in Germany under 
the Weimar Constitution, whereby the German people as a whole voted 
for general party lists. Montesquieu would also have been opposed to 
class or group representation in the House of Commons, a scheme 
advocated by many modern functionalists. Representation, according 
to him, should be on a strictly geographic basis. In England then as 
now, though representation is nominally geographic in character, a 
man may stand for Parliament in any constituency in the realm and 
may be elected by a locality which he has never even seen. It is 
probable that Montesquieu would greatly have preferred the American 
system, whereby, according to custom, a man must be an actual resi- 
dent of the district he represents in Congress. 

The other important deduction from Montesquieu’s theory of 
j'epresentation is that all representatives should be entrusted with 
discretionary powers, or, in other words, be permitted to vote and debate 
^s they themselves see fit. “It is not at all necessary that the repre- 
* sentatives who have received general instruction from their constituents 
^uld wart ,tabe directed on each particular aff^r.” * In fact, repre- 
sentatives should be chosen because of their personal character and 
abilities, and once chosen they should be left free to decide political 
j^psues without further reference to the whims of the masses. 

To Montesquieu the system of check and balance should be applied 
' not only with reference to the different classes in a state, but also with 
respect to the different functions of the state. It is, indeed, owing to 
Montesquieu’s influence that the doctrine of check and balance has 
become intimately associated with the idea of separation of powers. 
Though the separation of powers was hinted at by earlier writers and 
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formally developed by Locke, it was really Montesquieu who placed 
this doctrine on a secure and permanent basis. Locke had spoken of 
the three functions or powers as being legislative, executive, and federa- 
tive, and though he claimed that they were separate functions, he be- 
lieved that the executive and the federative functions should normally 
be united in the hands of a single person. It was Montesquieu who 
first enunciated the idea that the three functions should be the legis- 
lative, the executive, and the judicial, and he was also the first to argue 
that these three functions should forever be kept separate and distinct. 

Locke had brought forth the ideas of the separation of powers largely 
as a means of bolstering his anti-despotic or democratic principles. For 
this reason his three powers were not co-equal; the executive and fed- 
erative powers, which rested in the hands of the king, were definitely 
subordinated to the legislative branch of the government, which was 
elected by the people. Mo ntesquieu advocated the vSeparation gf 
\ powers, not because of his GdTef in democracy, but because of his desire 
I to maintain personal ttberty, if necessary, at the expense of democratic 
^ ijistitutions. For this reason he insisted that the three functions should 
be completely co-equal and that no one branch of the government 
should ever be subordinated to any other branch. For the liberty of 
the subject to be maintained, Montesquieu thought that it was ad- 
visable that the making of laws, the execution of laws, and the judicial 
decision of individual cases should be in the hands of three separate 
bodies, no one of which should be appointed or be held responsible to 
the others. It would be iniquitous, he argued, to have all three of these 
functions carried out by the king or by the personal agents of the king; 
it would be equally iniquitous to have these three functions carried out 
by the popular assembly. One of Montesquieu’s principal objectionSj 
to republics was that in all republics the three powers tend to be united! 
in a single body. 

Historically speaking, Montesquieu’s doctrine of the three co-equal 
functions of government was based upon a misunderstanding and mis- 
interpretation of the English system of government. Though the 
doctrine of cabinet responsibility was not as fully developed in the 
eighteenth century as it is today, it was not entirely absent. When 
Montesquieu was in England, the ministers of state, though nominally 
subordinate to the king alone, knew that the tenure of their office de- 
pended in large measure upon retaining the confidence of Parliament. 
As a result Montesquieu ’s version of the reparation pt powers was an 
anachronism when he wrote and was soon to appear ridiculous even to 
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the casual observer. Locke’s concept of the supremacy of the legis- 
lative over the other organs of government was far more in keeping with 
the spirit of the British Constitution after 1689. But though Mon- 
tesquieu failed as an interpreter, he succeeded as a prophet. His 
doctrine of the separation of powers, though erroneous as a statement 

fact, was hailed by students of theoretical government. It was due 
^in large measure to Montesquieu’s influence that this doctrine was 
^ accepted and applied by the inhabitants of the New World when the 
Constitution of the United States was drawn up. 

The writings of Montesquieu created a sensation in the literary and 
intellectual circles of the civilized countries of Europe. But great as 
was Montesquieu’s success, he was soon to be outshone in popularity 
by his junior contemporary, Jean Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778). 
Rousseau, like Montesquieu, was the idol of the literary salens, but 
unlike Montesquieu, he became the inspiration of large sections of the 
populace excluded from the higher circle, sections who felt that they 
found in his writings a magic formula which would eUvSe their troubles 
and right their wrongs. Rousseau was greatly indebted to Locke; in 
fact the greater part of his political ideas are directly traceable to the 
English theorist, Rousseau being content to popularize and develop 
Locke’s fundamental postulates. But Locke’s Essay on Civil Government 
was a rather dull defense of a revolution which had already taken place, 
and all that Locke wished to do was to cause the populace to accept the 
status quo. Where Locke was read by the hundred, Rousseau, whose 
principal work, the Social Contract^ appeared in 1762, was read by the 
thousand, and wherever Rousseau was read, there was engendered a 
y^st discontent w jth evkting mi^ ditions, a nd a feelinjr that so nieth ing 
rad ical should be^don e to correct existing evils . LodEe was a mild 
defender of a bloodless revolution in the past; Rousseau was the ardent 
apostle of a cause which was to lead to a violent revolution shortly after 
his death. 

Rousseau owed much to Locke. He also owed much — more than 
he would acknowledge — to Hobbes. He attacked Hobbes’ absolutist 
conclusions, but he took over from Hobbes one of the most important 
features of the latter’s political philosophy, the doctrine of sovereignty. 
Both Locke and Montesquieu had carefully avoided even the use of the 
word sovereignty, feeling that the term was inextricably mixed up with 
monarchist and absolutist ideas. Rousseau, on the other hand, believed 
that once sovereignty was postulated for the people rather than for the 
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monarch, the theory would prove to be the most potent weapon with 
which to bludgeon despots and despotism. Rousseau’s belief on this 
point proved to be correct. After him, the theory of sovereignty be- 
came the rallying point of the advocates of democracy. There could 
be — nay, there was — an omnipotent ruler of the state, but this ruler 
was not the king, but rather the people taken as a whole. 

But though Rousseau's doctrine of sovereignty was eminently suc- 
cessful in the war against despotism, it was to lead to many of the 
consequences which had so frightened Locke. It was soon seen that 
though sovereignty was compatible with democracy, it was not easy to 
fit this theory with the doctrine of individualism. Rousseau, to be 
sure, preached not only equality or democracy, but also liberty or 
freedom for the individual, but in actual fact this freedom in Rousseau's 
system became extremely tenuous. Man was to be free from the ca- 
prices of a tyrannous monarch, but he was to be subject to the absolute 
control of the democratic state. Lbcke, the founder of the modern 
liberal tradition, stressed both democracy and individualism. Mon- 
tesquieu, in order to secure individual freedom, sacrificed the extremer 
forms of democracy. It was now the turn of Rousseau to emphasize 
the virtue and necessity of radical democracy at the expense of extreme 
individualism. 

Much of Rousseau's belief in democracy was derived from his con- 
ception of the state of nature, the condition of man before the formation 
of political units. Hobbes had argued that the state of nature was a 
state of war; that the life of man at this stage was “solitary, poor, nasty, 
brutish, and short.'' In opposition to this view Locke had insisted that 
the state of nature was normally peaceful and pleasant. But even 
Locke had agreed that life in a state of nature was vexatious and in- 
convenient and that men had profited materially, morally, and in- 
tellectually by the formation of the political state. Rousseau accepted 
with a few modifications Locke's view of the state of nature, but em- 
phasized even more strongly the peaceful, pleasant, idyllic condition of 
this natural state. Again and again, especially in his earlier works, 
Rousseau stressed the happiness which man enjoyed when everyone 
was free and equal, when nature provided abundant nourishment for 
all. He then proceeded to contrast with this early blissful state the 
inequality, the oppression, the poverty which is the common lot of the 
bulk of the inhabitants of most modern political states. 

To be sure, Rousseau convinced himself in the end that it was ad- 
visable and even necessary to depart from the state of nature and form 
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civil government. But though he admitted that the state was necessary, 
he continued to regret that it was impossible to return to the idyllic life 
enjoyed by the primitive savages. In fact Rousseau went even further 
and claimed that the closer man can approximate to the natural state, 
the better off he is. “Return to nature” is an axiom which cannot be 
carried out literally, but it can serve as a general guide in the conduct 
of human affairs. The conventionalities of so-called civilized life 
produce, according to Rousseau, only misery. Better a country of 
small farmers and simple shepherds living in close communion with 
nature than a land with vast cities teeming with hovels on one side and 
with palaces on the other. 

Rousseau's plea for the natural life exerted a great influence upon his 
own generation. In Europe, especially in France, “naturalism” 
became the vogue, though this vogue was little more than a pose. The 
great lords and ladies of the court at Versailles felt that they were carry- 
ing out Rousseau’s doctrines by staging elaborate pantomimes in which 
they dressed up and pirouetted as simple shepherds and shepherdesses. 
In the New World, especially among the English colonists, Rousseau's 
ideas won popular favor with the small farmers and the country folk. 
They became convinced that their life, close to nature, far removed 
from the luxuries and the sophistications of the Old World, made them 
members of an ideal community. They came to regard themselves no 
longer as pupils, but as the potential teachers of the effete Europeans. 

Even more important were the conclusions which Rousseau and 
his disciples drew from naturalism with respect to the political po- 
tentialities of the common man. Most of the early liberals spoke 
eloquently in defense of the right of “the people,” but tliey were con- 
vinced believers in the right and duty of the upper classes to lead the 
common herd. Idiough Locke and Montesquieu had advocated a wide 
suffrage, they had not hesitated to assert that the well-born, the rich, 
the cultured classes must take the leading part in political life. With 
Rousseau this belief in the superiority of the “well-born ” was shattered. 
The upper classes, according to him, were probably corrupted by their 
contact with luxuries and the artificial conventionalities of social life, 
fl ^ simple peasant and ignorant worker in the field might be. and 
probably was^ more imbued with civic pride and political sagacity than 
the much- vaunted members of the aristocracy. 

The mere ignorance or illiteracy of the worker should not, according 
to Rousseau, be a barrier to his participation in political life. Rousseau 
did advocate universal education, but he set little store upon book 
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learning or even upon the use of abstract reasoning. “Reflection and 
its practical results are the pernicious results of artificial society. . . . The 
man who reflects is a corrupt creature.” On this point Rousseau differed 
radically from Locke, for LocI^? had argued that even in a state of 
nature man was rational and obeyed the commands of reason. To 
Rousseau man was naturally not a rational but an emotional animal, 
swayed in his actions by his feeling. But to Rousseau this was an ad- 
vantage rather than a disadvantage, for man’s fundamental emotions' 
are not mere self-interest, but also pity for others. Hence reliance 
upon our natural feelings should give us peace and true liberty. In a 
word, Rousseau’s naturalism was to exalt not merely the state of nature, 
but also the common man and his political capacity. With him “the 
people” meant no longer the common herd led by the magnates and 
the magistrates, but the mass of men acting in accordance with their 
natural emotions. 

Rousseau took over the doctrine of the social contract from Locke, 
but in many ways the social contract he pictured was closer to the social 
contract of Hobbes than to the social contract of Locke. Whereas 
Locke had argued that in forming the contract men had given up only 
so7ne of their natural rights, Rousseau following Hobbes believed that 
man’s agreement to the covenant implied that he gave up all rights 
and prerogatives to the state. The social contract ordains “the total 
alienation to the whole community of each associate with all his rights 
. . . This alienation being without reserve, the union is as perfect as it 
can be, and an individual associate can no longer claim anything. . . 

As nature gives every man an absolute power over his limbs, the social 
pact gives the body politic an absolute power over all of its members.” 

In claiming that the social contract implies that a man gives up all 
his rights, Rousseau was in agreement with Hobbes. But he was in 
profound disagreement with Hobbes on one all-important point. Ac- 
cording to Hobbes, the community, being unable to act for itself, is 
forced to transfer its supreme absolute power to a small group of in- 
dividuals or preferably to a single individual. To Rousseau, the 
community or the state itself (meaning thereby the people as a whote) 
must always remain sovereign and cannot, even if it wished to, delegate 
or transfer to anyone else its sovereign prerogatives. Rousseau was 
at some pains to prove that the very concept of sovereignty implied 
that sovereignty was necessarily inalienable and indivisible. Though 
certain administrative functions might be granted to specific individuals, 
these individuals necessarily remained subordinate agents. Should 
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to one of these agents, the body politic would thereby be destroyed. 

In insisting that the community as a whole should always remain 
sovereign, Rousseau maintained that the state is not merely a collection 
of separate individuals, but that it is a new body with an identity, a 
life, and a personality of its own. Most important of all, in Rousseau’s 
opinion, the state has a will of its own, the volonte general or general 
will, to which all separate and particular wills must be subordinated. 

The theory that sovereignty was indivisible was aimed especially at 
Montesquieu’s idea of the separation of powers, at least in the sense 
that the various branches of the government should be co-equal. In 
the first place, Rousseau insisted that Montesquieu’s threefold division 
of governmental powers was inexact, for to him the executive and the 
judicial functions were merely different phases of the same thing, and 
jlljie included both under the general heading of executive. Rousseau 
was perfectly willing to separate the executive and the legislative func- 
tions, but to him the executive function must always be subordinated 
to the legislative. Moreover, while the executive function had neces- 
sarily to be carried out by a few specially appointed agents, the legis- 
lative function, implying as it did full legislative powers, could not be 
carried out by a delegated body, but had to remain with the community 
as a whole. 

The fact that Rousseau thought that legislative powers implied sover- 
eign powers and that sovereign powers could not be delegated or 
transferred from the community acting as a whole, meant that he was 
forced to attack the theory of representative government, the idea that 
full legislative powers should be granted to an assembly, even though 
this assembly consisted of persons elected by the people. “Sovereignty 
cannot be alienated. . . . The deputies of the people then are not and can- 
not be its representatives; they are only its commissioners and cannot 
^conclude anything definitely. Every law which the people have not 
/ratified is invalid; it is not a law.” From this passage it is clear that 
Rousseau stood for direct democracy as opposed to representative 
^government. Though this phase of Rousseau’s philosophy had little 
effect upon his contemporaries or his immediate successors, it was never 
forgotten and towards the close of the nineteenth century served as a 
stimulus to the political reformers who advocated the initiative and 
referendum. 

Though Rousseau was convinced that supreme legislative power must 
always be kept in the hands of the community as a whole, he willingly 
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admitted that it was necessary for the state to appoint agents or deputies 
to insure the carrying out of legislative acts, for the punishment of 
crime, and for the framing of minor ordinances and decrees. These 
agents, taken together, constituted, in Rousseau’s system, the “govern- 
ment,” as opposed to the “state.” But though the governors, or the 
members of the government, should normally be entrusted with ad- 
ministrative control, they were merely “the depositories of executive 
power. They are not the masters of the people, but its officers. . . . The 
people can appoint and dismiss them at pleasure.” The powers and 
the duties granted by the state (that is, the people) to the government 
(that is, the magistrates) might at any time be limited, modified, or 
resumed by the sovereign body. 

Rousseau was convinced that even the best of governments tend to 
abuse the power granted them by the state. “ Between the government 
and the sovereign [that is, the people] there is an unavoidable and in- 
cessant war, which sooner or later ends in the government suppressing 
the sovereign.” Because all governments, inevitably tend to usurp 
power, it is necessary for the sovereign people to be constantly on their 
guard. 

It is not sufficient that the assembled people should have once fixed the 

constitution of the state by giving their sanction to a body of laws Besides 

the extraordinary assemblies which unforeseen events may require, it is 
necessary that there be fixed and periodical ones which nothing can abolish 
or prorogue, so that on an appointed day the people are rightly convoked by 

the law without needing for that purpose any formal summons So soon 

as the people are lawfully assembled as a sovereign body, the whole jurisdic- 
tion of the Government ceases, the executive power is suspended. 

According to Rousseau these periodic special assemblies of the whole 
body of citizens 

ought always to be opened with two propositions, which no one should be 
able to suppress, and which should be passed separately by vote. The first 
is “whether it pleases the sovereign to maintain the present form of gov- 
ernment?” The second, “whether it pleases the people to leave the ad- 
ministration to those [at present] entrusted with it?” 

These proposals were destined to have an important effect in later 
years, especially in the New World. It was in accordance with the spirit, 
if not with the letter, of Rousseau that the Americans, in framing their 
system of government, provided for the election of officials for short 
rather than for long periods. It was in accord both with the spirit and 
with the letter of Rousseau that many nineteenth century liberals 
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demanded that the people be empowered to recall any unpopular mag- 
istrate even before his term of office had expired. It was the influence 
of Rousseau which led to the system in vogue in some American states, 
whereby special conventions (constitutional conventions) are called 
at stated intervals to decide if the existing constitution is in need of 
revision. 


THE CONSERVATIVE REACTION IN EUROPE.* 

JOSEPH DE MAISTRE 

The liberal tradition, founded by Locke, by Montesquieu, and by 
Rousseau, had an immense effect upon popular opinion during the 
middle and latter part of the eighteenth century. As this century drew 
to a close, the liberal tradition gathered momentum and eventually led 
to the outbreak of two great revolutions, the American Revolution, 
which brought about the establishment of the United States, and the 
French Revolution, which overthrew the Bourbon monarchy. 

The excesses committed by many of the revolutionaries resulted in 
a popular reaction against these revolutions and against the principles 
upon which they had been based. In Europe, in England, even in 
America, there arose systems of political philosophy which criticized 
and attacked all the major items in the liberal ideology, and which 
emphasized the need for law and order in contrast to demands for 
freedom and equality. 

But though the leaders of the conservative reaction attacked many 
of the liberal principles, they were careful, for the most part, not to 
revert to the Tory ideas of an earlier age. Very seldom did they refer 
to the divine right of kings. Most of the conservative writers were 
willing to admit the right of the people to a share in the process of 
government. Conservatism was not incompatible with republicanism, 
as is seen in the writings of the American Federalists. In a word, the 
whole tenor of the anti-liberal reaction at the end of the eighteenth 
century showed that certain phases of the old liberal tradition had 
come to receive almost universal acceptance. The very nature of the 
conservative reaction proved that liberalism, in some form, was des- 
tined to play an important role in nineteenth century history. 

It is not surprising to find that the most violent criticism of the old 
liberal tradition was in continental Europe, and especially in France, 
the country which had suffered most severely from the ravages of the 
revolutionary zealots. Among the most outstanding of the bitter 
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critics of the principles which had brought about the revolution were 
the Marquis de Bonald and, above all, Count Joseph de Maistre. De 
Maistre was a native of Savoy in northern Italy, but he wrote in 
French and was in many ways the greatest exponent of French con- 
servative thought during the period immediately following the revo- 
lution. 

The basic principles of De Maistre (1753-1821) were piety and tradi- 
tion, In the name of piety he assailed the secularism, the rationalizing, 
and the deism which characterized the writings of many of the liberal 
thinkers. The origin of all states, according to De Maistre, was centered 
in the religious instinct. “Examine history, which is experimental 
politics, and we shall invariably find the cradle of nations surrounded 
by priests and the Divinity constantly invoked in favor of human 
weaknesses.” Religion, moreover, has always been the most im- 
portant factor in giving permanence and stability to political institu- 
tions. “The duration of Empires has always been proportioned to the 
degree of influence which the religious principle had acquired in the 
political constitution. The cities and nations most addicted to Divine 
worship have always been the most durable and the most wise.” Fi- 
nally, it is the decay of religion which destroys the state. “As it is 
the religious principle which has created everything, so it is the absence 
of this same principle which has destroyed everything. The sect of 
Epicurus . . . corrupted at first, and soon after destroyed every govern- 
ment which was unfortunate to give it adrnisvsion.” 

Arguing from the principle of religion, De Maistre goes on to claim 
that it was the rationalism of the eighteenth century which led to the 
era of chaos and anarchy ushered in by the French Revolution. 

It was only in the first part of the eighteenth rentury that impiety really 
became a power. . . . From the palace to the cabin, it insinuates itself every- 
where and infects everything. . . . Entire Europe having been civilized by 
Christianity, the civil and religious institutions were blended. ... It was 
then inevitable that the philosophy of the age should unhesitatingly hate 
the social institutions from which it was impossible to separate the religious 
principle. . . . Every government, and all the establishments were offensive 
to it because they were Christian.^* 

“Man in relation to his Creator is sublime and his action creative . . . , 
so soon as he separates himself from God and acts alone, he does not 
cease to be powerful, but his action is negative and tends only to de- 
stroy." It is small wonder then that the impiety of the eighteenth 
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century led to the calamities, the wild excesses, the universal destruc- 
tiveness of the French Revolution. 

To De Maistre it was obvious that for civilization to be restored, for 
law and order to be re-established on a permanent basis, it was first 
of all necessary for the peoples of Europe to return to religion. It was 
useless to try to reconstruct the outward forms of the old governments 
unless the inhabitants of each country were inspired by religious con- 
victions. De Maistre was, of course, a Catholic and he felt that political 
as well as religious salvation was only to be found in the Catholic 
Church. 

De Maistre was convinced that a return to religion, to the Catholic 
Church, would inevitably lead to a restoration of the monarchic form 
of government. It is not mere chance that the history of the world 
since the beginning of the Christian era has shown the dominance of 
the monarchic principle in both church and state — in the church the 
pope, in the state the king. Acceptance of the rulership of a single in- 
dividual necessarily follows from a desire to follow the will of God. 
Moreover, just as the church has the spiritual hierarchy of canons, 
bishops, and archbishops, so does a well-ordered state have its temporal 
hierarchy of the lesser and the greater nobility. The clamor for equality 
will disappear when men are again imbued with the religious spirit. 

In De Maistre’s political philosophy the role played by tradition was 
almost as important as that assigned to piety. A state could never be 
artificially created; it could only grow slowly and unconsciously. The 
true constitution of any country was its customary law plus the organs 
of government which have gradually developed through the centuries. 
This true constitution by its very nature could never be written. The 
attempt to reconstruct governments on purely rational principles, the 
transformation of the unwritten constitution based on custom and 
tradition to a written constitution based on abstract ideas, was bound 
to end in disaster. 

A governmental system is like a language. As a living language can- 
not be artificially created nor even radically reformed by deliberate 
planning, so must government be left to develop unconsciously and 
spontaneously. 

Quite naturally De Maistre was rather scornful of the much-vaunted 
written Constitution of America. To his mind some of the provisions 
of this Constitution might be of some value to the American people, but 
only in so far as they were the expression of ideas and practices which 
had long been familiar in the history and traditions of the people. The 
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really novel portions of the Constitution, those items which were the 
outcome of rational deliberation and planning, were foredoomed to 
failure. 

It is interesting in the light of later history to examine into the truth 
of De Maistre’s remarks. It is certain that the most successful features 
in the American Constitution have been those which were modeled 
upon earlier institutions, and that the most unsuccessful feature of 
the Constitution, the college of electors, was the result of rational 
abstract planning, for which there was no prototype, at least in colonial 
or British history. Nevertheless it must be added that some of De 
Maistre’s prophetic strictures upon “planned politics” and “planned 
economics” have proved false. When De Maistre wrote, the Americans 
were projecting the creation of a new city, which would scrv^e as their 
political capital. To De Maistre’s mind “there was too much delibera- 
tion, too much of the human about the business, and it would be safe 
to wager a thousand to one, that the city will not be built, or that it 
will not be called Washington, or that Congress will not have its seat 
there.” 

De Maistre’s traditionalism made him a conservative, disliking all 
radical change, and skeptical even of moderate reforms. Nevertheless 
this very traditionalism prevented De Maistre from joining hands with 
the Tory writers of the seventeenth century. Bodin and Hobbes, for 
example, had argued for the placing of absolute power in the hands of a 
king at all times and places. To such a conclusion De Maistre could 
not come. To him, where tradition, the “unwritten constitution,” 
provided for an absolute monarchy, it was heresy for the nobles or the 
people to demand political rights, but on the other hand where tradition, 
as in England, provided for the participation of the nobles and the 
people in the government, it would be dangerous and unwise for the 
monarch to try to secure unlimited powers.^* 

THE CONSERVATIVE REACTION IN ENGLAND I EDMUND BURKE 

In England the outbreak of the French Revolution awakened vigorous 
opposition among many members of the British governing oligarchy, but 
nowhere was the dislike of the revolutionary ideals so forcibly and so 
plausibly expressed as in the speeches and writings of the great Anglo- 
Irish statesman Edmund Burke (1729-1797). 

In many ways Burke occupies a unique place in English history. 
By some he has been described as the greatest thinker who ever devoted 
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himself to English politics. Born and educated in Ireland, he is a 
superb example of what Anglo-Irish culture can produce, for he was of 
mixed English and Irish ancestry. His father was a Protestant, his 
mother a Catholic, and though Burke himself was brought up as a 
Protestant, he always maintained a keen sympathy for Catholics and 
the Catholic faith, a fact of some importance in considering his later 
political speculations. Burke's father was an attorney, a substantial 
and respectable citizen, but one lacking in influence or great wealth. 
On reaching maturity Edmund Burke quarreled with his father and 
was forced to shift for himself. This brought about great hardship, and 
for some years Burke lived from hand to mouth, eking out a precarious 
livelihood as a journalist and hack writer. 

In 1765, at the age of thirty-six, he was fortunate enough to secure 
the post of secretary to the Marquis of Rockingham, and thereafter his 
path was much easier. Through his employer he secured a seat in the 
House of Commons and soon became one of the most eloquent and 
most distinguished members of that assembly. Lord Rockingham was 
the leader of a small but important party known as the “Old Whigs,” 
and though Burke continued to act in a subordinate capacity, he was 
generally recognized as the real brain of this group. 

Nevertheless Burke’s later life was far from a bed of roses. During 
most of his parliamentary career his party was in opposition, and Burke 
was forced to scm vc as the impotent critic of other men’s policies. Even 
when Rockingham became Prime Minister, Burke for some strange 
reason was excluded from the cabinet, being given only the compara- 
tively unimportant post of Paymaster General of the Army. In private 
life Burke was also unfortunate, though many of his troubles were the 
result of his own improvidence. Wishing to vie with the English landed 
aristocrats, he bought a large estate and was thereafter constantly 
harassed by debts. On his deathbed Lord Rockingham ordered tte 
cancellation of Burke’s notes for about £30,000, but Burke was so 
deeply involved that even this munificent action did not free him from 
financial worries. 

In his old age Burke, at long last, became popular with the king and 
court. As a result he was offered a peerage. He was just about to be 
created the Earl of Beaconsfield when his only son died. The old man’s 
grief was inconsolable. “The storm has gone over me and I lie like 
one of the old oaks which the late hurricane has scattered about me. 

I am stripped of all my honors. I am torn up by the roots and lie 
prostrate on the earth. ... I am alone.*' Feeling that a peerage for a 
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childless old man was ridiculous, Burke refused the proffered honor, and 
a life pension was all that he could be persuaded to accept. 

Burke's importance in the history of thought is that he was the real 
founder of the political philosophy of the luiglish Tory or Conservative 
Party during the nineteenth century. It was impossible for these later 
Tories to hark back to the old Tory tradition. During the seventeenth 
century the Tories had advocated monarchic absolutism and the divine 
right of kings. The true Tories were forced to remain loyal to the 
exiled Stuart family long after the House of Hanover was placed on the 
English throne. It was obviously impossible for the nineteenth century 
Tories to go back to these principles. 

During the early portion of George Hi's reign there was a brief 
recrudescence of the Tory Party. The Tories at this time, though ab- 
juring the doctrine of the divine right of kings, persisted in favoring a 
system in which the personal power and influence of the king was con- 
sidered the paramount force in the national government. ‘The 
ministers were no longer to be members of a great party acting together 
. . . they were to become nominees of the court answerable to the 
King." Even this position the nineteenth century Tories found it im- 
possible to accept, for during this period the collective responsibility of 
the cabinet members to Parlia’ment was taken for granted by all party 
groups, even the most reactionary. 

If, therefore, the Tory Party was not to sink into insignificance, it was 
neceSvSary for it to adopt a new political philosophy. This system it 
found in the writings of Burke, and it was its frank acceptance of 
Burke's fundamental principles which permitted the Tory Party — 
transformed into the CoiivServative Party — to remain an important 
and powerful factor in nineteenth century politics. 

By a curious irony of history, Burke, the founder of philosophic 
nineteenth century Toryism, was not only a Whig but also one who 
gloried in the greatness of the Whig tradition and one who pointed the 
finger of scorn at the Tories of earlier days. When the violence of his 
remarks against the French Revolution caUvSed some of his colleagues to 
proclaim that Burke had deserted the Whig cause, Burke wrote one 
of his masterpieces, the Appeal from the New to the Old Whigs, in which 
he endeavored to prove that it was he, and not the French sympathizers, 
who had held true to the glorious Whig tradition, in spite of the fact 
that it was the Whig Party which had engineered the English Revolution 
of 1689. 

The arguments Burke used in this connection are not without interest 
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to the student of political philosophy. He deplored the French Revolu- 
tion because it was purely destructive. He applauded the English 
Revolution of the previous century because it had been constructive. 
He declared that the French people in rebelling against their king were 
wrong because this rebellion was also against the real, though un- 
written, French Constitution, the immemorial institution in that 
country. He declared that the English had been justified in rebelling 
against King James, because King James had first been guilty of sub- 
verting the fundamental postulates of the British “Constitution.” 
From the very nature of the case Burke could not deny the right of 
rebellion against a king, but such a rebellion to be justified must be 
shown to be necessary to preserve the country from illegal usurpation 
by a tyrant running roughshod over all the existing forms of government. 

Burke’s party, the Whig Party, had long accepted Locke as the 
Apostle of their political creed. Burke in his whole attitude to the 
fundamental problems of society and the state stood in direct antithesis 
to Locke, but being a Whig he could never attack Locke nor formally 
renounce any of Locke’s political dogmas. But if he could not renounce 
them he could at least transform them to such an extent as to make 
them meaningless. As Hearnshaw remarks. 

One of the most interesting tasks that a student of political theory is called 
upon to pel form in his perusal of the writings of Burke is to observe the way 
in which his author. * ; wh(^n h^ comes face to face, .wilii-a distinctive Lockian 
w <jdca, bow s down to it and ^worships, circumvents it, knocks it oyer from behind 
and then goes onTis way rejoicin^^ 

Locke had based his political philosophy upon the social contract. 
Burke therefore could never specifically deny the social contract, but 
in his system the social contract becomes so ethereal, so vague as to be 
void of all meaning. 

Society is indeed a Contract. It is a partnership in all science, a partner- 
ship in all art, a partnership in every virtue and in all perfection. As the 
ends of such a partnership cannot be obtained in many generations, it be- 
comes a partnership not only between those now living but between those 
who are living and those who are dead and those who are to be born.^® 

In so far as the social contract is accepted at all, it is used not, as with 
Locke, to justify revolution, but as an argument against revolution. 

The Constitution of a country being once settled upon some compact, 
tacit or expressed, there is no power existing or force to alter it without the 
breach of covenant or the consent of all the parties.^ 
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The ultimate aim of Locke’s philosophy was to stress individual 
rights — the ‘‘rights of man.” Burke did not deny these rights, but 
the rights for which he pleaded were civil rights, not political rights. 

Far am I from denying the real rights of man If civil society be made 

for the advantage of man, all the advantages for which it is made become 
his right. . . . Men have a right to justice between their fellows. . . . They have 
a right to the fruits of their industry, and to the means of making their in- 
dustry fruitful. They have a right to the acquisitions of their parents and 

to the nourishment and improvement of their offspring As to the share 

of power, authority, and direction which each individual ought to have in 
the management of the state, that I must deny to be amongst the direct 
original rights of man in Civil Society. It is a thing to be settled by con- 
vention.^ 

In contrast with his lip service to the old Whig doctrines, Burke’s 
real devotion was to three quite different principles. Two of these 
were the same as those advocated by De Maistre, namely, piety and 
tradition. In addition he laid great emphasis upon practical expediency. 

Like De Maistre, Burke was profoundly disgusted by the anti-' 
religious tone which was so intimately associated with the revolutionary 
movement in France. T g ^ h^m atheism or even skepticism was in- 
cornpatiblc with peace and order. Though not a fanatic, he held that 
the very foundations of society consisted in the acceptance of the doc- 
trines of God, free will, and immortality. “We know and it is our 
pride to know that man is by his constitution a religious animal. . . . 
We know, and what is better we feel inwardly, that religion is the basis 
of Civil Society.” Not only society in general, but political society 
or the state is of diyir^ institution, and any state which ignores God 
and.God's law is bound to meet with disaster. 

Unlike De Maistre, Burke would permit religious toleration. He 
admitted that all forms of religion within the state might play a part in 
bearing witness to the validity of the religious impulse. He would 
even admit, nonconformists and Catholics to political privileges — 
but he was firm in his belief that it was necessary for the state to avow 
its religious basis by formally establishing and supporting a national 
church. “The consecration of the state by a state religious establish- 
ment is necessary.” 

Burke did not accept the idea that devout acceptance of the religious 
principle necessarily involved acceptance of absolute monarchy, or 
for that matter, any other form of government, but he did believe that 
religious devotion was incompatible with all revolutionary ideals and 



io8 


EARLY PRECURSORS OF FASCISM 


that the truly devout, instead of aiming at the overthrow of society 
and social distinctions in a wild desire for equality, would regard their 
own status in life as assigned to them by God and hence would remain 
satisfied. “I may assume that the awful author of our being is the 
author of our place in the order of existence and . . . has subjected us 
to act the part which belongs to the place assigned us.” 

* ^ The traditionalism of Burke was very similar to the traditionalism 
“^of De Maistre. For all his nominal acceptance of the social contract, 
^feurke felt that the s tate was not a mechanism devised bv_ th ejwill of 
^man but a living oru:anism . The state is not an artificial creation oi 
I man’s rational wiH but the product of ^nnate social “The 

istate of civil society ... is a state of nature and much more truly so 
than a savage and incoherent mode of life.” After being created, 

the civil state slowly grows and dev^elops as the result of accumulated 
experience. “Our country is not a mere thing of physical locality. It 
consists in great measure of the ancient order into which we arc born.” 

In facing the problem of government, men should not forget that the 
state is no t Jjxc. product of a single generation; they should lemember 
that “men come into a community with the social state of their parents, 
endowed with all the benefits and loaded with all the duties of their 
.situation.” 

To Burke as to De Maistre, the true constitution of a country is not 
a written document drawn up by a body of men at a particular time and 
place, but the organs of government ;^hich have arisen through the 
centuries as the Result of trial and error, through . the survivals of those 
institutions which have proved themselves most useful and mo st suit-^ 
/able for the nation as a wfiple. It is not even necessary for a constitu- 
tion to be embodied in ordinary statute law. To his mind some of the 
most important and valuable portions of the British Constitution are 
to be found not in the form£il acts of Parliament but in the unwritten 
traditions based upon custom and precedent. ^ 

f Burke did not, at least in theory, disapprove of all change, “^dis- 
position to preserve and an ability to improvCj^taken together, wauldJ^e 
my standard of a statesman^^® Occasional reforms or “improve- 
^rnents” were therefore necessary; in fact the very Idea that the con- 
stitution was a growth implied the need of change, as growth without 
^change Is Impossible. But improvements, to his mind, should be made 
slowly and carefully, lest the growth, the whole social order be endan- 
gered. In reforming, me n should, always bear in mind past experience 
^nd the traditional spirit of the people. “All the reformations we have 
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hitherto mad^ have proceeded from the principles of reference tP 
antiquity.” 

In judging governments and in instituting reforms it was above all 
necessary, in Burke’s opinion, to be guided not by abstract principles 
but by expediency, and by expediency he meant consideration of the 
good of the whole com munity. Burke disliked all abstract theorizing. 
“One pure symptom of an ill-conditioned state is the propensity of the 
people to resort to theories.” He attacked the revolutionary thinkers 
because they were motivated by metaphysical theories of the state 
rather than by a desire to bring about concrete reforms. He disliked all 
theories of abstract rights, and all claims based upon these abstract 
rights. He assailed the French when they overthrew the government 
because of the “rights of man,” but he was equally energetic in his 
indictment of the British government when it attempted to exercise 
its “legal rights” to tax the American colonies. When the matter 
came up for discussion in Parliament, Burke, who was opposed to taxing 
the colonials, was quite prepared to admit that England had a perfect 
“right” to impose taxation, but to him the question of right was quite 
beside the point. “The question with me is not whether you have the 
right to render your people miserable, but whether it is not to your 
interest to make them happy. It is no t what a lawyer tells me you ni^ ' 
do, but what humanity, reason and justice tells me you ought tOLdo.” 

In taking this attitude Burke placed himself alongside Montesquieu. 
Both were convinced that abstract rights were nothing and that 
concrete, p ersonal, hu man rit^hts were everything . But in emphasizing ! 
the supremacy of expediency as the basis of government, Burke went 
beyond Montesquieu and paved the way for the utilitarian doctrine 
which was to play such an important role in the nineteenth century. 

Upon the basis of piety, tradition, and expediency Burke proceeded 
to evaluate the prevailing governmental institutions of his day. In 
his general attitude towards these institutions Burke remained in 
general accord with Montesquieu. Because of his emphasis upon 
tradition Burke agreed with Montesquieu that it is absurd to try to 
impose the governmental organs of one country upon an alien people, 
for it very seldom happens that the traditions of two countries are the 
same. “The circumstances and habits of every country, which it is 
always perilous ... to force, are to decide upon the form of its govern- 
ment.” 

Like Montesquieu, moreover, Burke was convinced that though it 
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was impossible to devise an ideal constitution suitable for all countries, 
yet the “mixed” government of England with its checks and balances 
in power was in many ways the highest embodiment of political wis- 
dom. • “These opposed and conflicting interests . . . interpose a salutary 
check to all precipitate revolutions. They render deliberation a matter 
not of choice but of necessity. They make all change a subject of 
compromise, which necessarily begets moderation. . . . Through that 
diversity of members and interests, general liberty has as many se- 
curities as there are separate views in the several orders.”^ 

By check and balance Burke did not mean thfe “separation of powers’* 
— with that problem he did not greatly concern himself — but tne 
system whereby the s^reme politi^ power in the state was to be 
divided between the king, the aristoVmts, and the p^ple. 

Burke insisted that “there was nothing in his nature, his temper, or 
his faculties which should make him an enemy to any republic modern 
or ancient.” But though he was not opposed to republicanism in the 
abstract, he was convinced that, in practice 

neither hhigland nor France, without infinite detriment to them, could 
be broui^ht into a republican form, but everything republican which can be 
introduced with safety into cither of them must be built upon a monarchy — 
built upon a real, not a nominal, monarchy as its essential basis.®^ 

Burke was no less convinced that the stability and greatness of a 
nation depended upon the existence of a strong and powerful aris- 
tocracy. 

To enable men to act with the weight and character of a people ... we 
must suppose them to be in that state of habitual social discipline in which 
the wiser, the more expert and the more fortunate conduct and by conducting 
enligh.ten and protect the weaker, the less knowing, and the less provided 

with the goods of fortune To be bred in a place of estimation; to see 

nothing low and sordid from one’s infancy; to be taught to respect onesself; 
to have leisure to read, to reflect, to converse; to be enabled to draw the 
court and atlention of the wise and learned wherever they are to be found; 
to be habituated in armies to command and obey. . . these are the circum- 
stances of men that form a natural aristocracy without which there is no 
nation.^® 

Burke was not unmindful of the rights of the people taken as a whole. 
A member of the House of Commons for almost thirty years, he had an 
enormous interest in and respect for this august institution. Several 
of his most eloquent speeches were delivered with a view towards main- 
taining the power and the independence of the “popular” assembly. 
Unlike Montesquieu, who had advocated the complete separation of 
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the various organs of government, Burke wished to see the ministers 
of the state responsible to Parliament in general and to the House ol 
Commons in particular. 

Nevertheless Burke was a democrat, not in the sense that Rousseau 
was a democrat, but as the early Huguenots were democrats. The 
people were to be supreme in the sense that the true end of all legislation 
was “to give a direction, a form, a technical dress ... to the general 
sense of the community,” but he felt that all direct political power 
should be in the hands not of the c opim on Jherd but of The responsiljje 
propertied classes^ ^ The House of Commons “represented” the people, 
but it should be elected only by the “better” elements in the com- 
munity, persons who had a stake in the nation. Burke was violently 
opposed to majority rule in that he denied the right of the broad mass 
of the ignorant populace to make and unmake constitutions at will. 

For this reason he was opposed to universal suffrage. So conserva- 
tive was he, so much in love with the existing institutions in England, 
that he was opposed to all efforts to secure parliamentary reform, to 
the demand for shorter Parliaments, to the project for redistributing 
seats in accord with the shifts of population, to the idea of abolishing 
the “rotten boroughs.” As things were, great modern cities like 
Manchester and Liverpool were completely unrepresented in Parlia- 
ment, and obscure villages, the remnants of ancient towns — now 
completely in the hands of a few great landed families — continued to 
send members to the House of Commons. With Uiis system Burke 
was perfectly content. “Our representation is as nearly perfect as the 
necessary imperfections of human creatures will suffer it to be.” 

Burke's dislike of radical and sudden change, his violent attack upon 
the principles of the French Revolution, the rf^verence he felt for the 
monarchy and the House of Lords, his opposition to a wide suffrage and 
to parliamentary reform, tend to make us forget that after all Burke 
belonged to the liberal tradition. Burke made many heated attacks 
upon the political ideas of Rousseau and Paine, the more extreme 
liberals, but compared with the doctrines of King James I, of Filmer, 
or of Hobbes, the political philosophy of Burke was truly liberal. 

Though opposed to revolution, he was no less opposed to oppression. 
A good portion of his public life was spent in attacking royal and gov- 
ernmental tyranny in Ireland, in America, and in India. He was 
constantly on guard lest tyranny and oppression be reintroduced into 
England. Though a devoted believer in monarchv, “in a real, not a 
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nominal monarchy” as he tells us, he was violently opposed to monar- 
chic absolutism. To Burke more than to any other one man is due the 
defeat of George Ill’s attempt to re-establish direct personal rule over the 
peoples of the British Empire. 

Burke “looked with awe” to kings, but he was determined that 
kings should never go beyond constitutional rights and willingly ad- 
mitted that nations had a right to depose a king who sought to become 
a tyrant. His whole life was bound up with “rendering all headlong 
exertions of arbitrary power, in the few or in the many, forever im- 
practicable.” In his scheme of things the unlimited or absolute powers 
of kings had no place. He assailed the system whereby the ministers of 
state were to be the personal friends and favorites of the monarch, “a 
faction ruling by the private instructions of a court, against the general 
sense of the people.” He demanded a cabinet system of government 
in which the ministers were jointly responsible for their actions and 
their policy — and they were to be responsible not only to the king 
but also to Parliament. 

Burke was anti despotic, and to this extent a believer in democracy 
— one of the fundamental principles of liberalism. Though an enemy 
of “the rights of man” in the abstract, he was keenly interested in the 
rights of man in the concrete, and thereby was a believer in individual- 
ism, the other great feature of liberalism. It is interesting to find 
Burke attacking the French Revolution because it glorified the abstract 
rights of man, but also because it refused to recognize the real rights 
of the individual. To him the revolutionary government was “wicked, 
immoral, oppressive,” because to it “the will, the wish, the want, the 
liberty, the toil of individuals is as nothing. Individuality is left out 
in their scheme of government. The State is all in all.” In contrast 
with this system he insists that the sta_ te should .be. ” made to the people, 
not the people conformed to the sUite.” the duty of the state 

to cultivate the welfare of every in^vidual. His wants, his wishes, 
even his desires should be consulted. 

' Paradoxically enough, the English Conserv<itive Party of the nine- 
teenth century, by adopting Burke’s political philosophy, unconsciously 
made themselves part of the old liberal tradition. 


THE CONSERVATIVE REACTION IN AMERICA! THE FEDERALISTS 

The conservative reaction was not confined to the countries of the 
Old World. It had a powerful influence upon American public opinion. 
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Under the sway of this reaction American political institutions under- 
went a complete transformation. In Europe the conservative reaction 
was largely negative in character. Itn leaders were opposed to the 
revolutionary ideals and to the governmental organs these ideals had 
created. Their war-cry was hold fast to the old, accept no change. 
In America this phase of the reactionary sentiment could not win sup- 
port. The conservative movement was forced to be positive in char- 
acter. It had to emphasize the need for creating a new system of 
government to overcome the political and economic anarchy which 
seemed to threaten the newly liberated colonies. In Europe the con- 
servative reaction produced merely the thundering declamations of De 
Maistre and Burke against the Revolution and all its v/orks. In 
America this reaction produced the Constitution. 

The leaders of the conservative reaction were in many ways very 
remarkable men. They were almost unique in that they were both 
notable political theorists and also outstanding practical statesmen. 
Europe has produced many profound political philosophers. It has 
also produced many great statesmen. But very seldom have the 
European political philosophers been statesmen or the statesmen, 
political philosophers. In ancient times the outstanding political 
theorists, such as Plato and Aristotle, were closet philosophers. If 
legend be credited, the one time Plato attempted to interfere in practical 
politics by serving as the adviser of the ruler of Syracuse he was a com- 
plete fiasco. In modern times such notable theorists as Bodin, Hobbes, 
and Rousseau remained private citizens; Locke and Montesquieu held 
only minor political posts. Even the eloquent and practical Burke never 
attained cabinet rank. In America, on the other hand, political theory 
and the practice of politics were closely related, at least in the earlier 
period of the republic’s history. Amongst the outstanding theorists 
of the post-revolutionary period were John Adams, and the authors of 
The Federalist, Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and John Jay. 
Adams and Madison later became Presidents of the United States. 
Hamilton was one of the most notable Secretaries of the Treasury in 
American history, and Jay in addition to serving as a diplomat was at 
one time the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court. 

Before and during the struggle between the colonies and the British 
motherland, the vast majority of the Americans accepted in some form 
or -other the rather radical doctrines propounded by Rousseau and 
Paine and repeated the democratic dogmas laid down at an earlier 
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time by Locke. The theory of the social contract and of natural rights 
was taken for granted, and great emphasis was laid upon the supremacy 
of the people in all governmental affairs. Most writers of the period 
insisted that, theoretically at least, direct democracy was the ideal form 
of government and that where it was necessary to legislate through 
elected representatives, these representatives were bound to keep in 
close accord with the wishes of their constituents. 

The period subsequent to the Revolution was characterized by pro- 
found disillusionment with democracy as the basis of government. 
The more respectable elements in the community, the bankers, the 
merchants, the prosperous lawyers of the North, the slave-holding 
landed proprietors of the South, were frightened by the political and 
economic demands of the lower classes, the mechanics and petty mci - 
chants of the cities, the agricultural laborers and small farmers of the 
countryside. To them democratic control now seemed the rule of the 
rabble. The cry for cheap credit, easy bankruptcy laws, paper money, 
seemed to presage an attack upon the sacred rights of private property. 
The weakness and vacillation of the all-powerful legislative assemblies 
in the various states, assemblies which were directly dependent upon 
the people, made it difficult for trade to revive and for industry to 
prosper. 

In the wave of reaction against naive liberalism which set in at this 
time, many of the leaders of American thought expressed opinions 
which were surprisingly at variance with the doctrines these same per- 
sons had previously accepted. Hamilton "acknowledged himself not 
to think favorably of Republican government,’' and definitely favored 
the establishment of some sort of monarchy. Even more numerous 
were those persons who believed that America should seek to institute 
a legislative body modeled upon the English House of Lords. John 
Dickinson wished the American Senate to consist only of men of rank 
and property and bearing "as strong a likeness to the British House of 
Lords as was possible.” This view was shared by Gouverneur Morris. 
John Adams, who had once proclaimed that "where annual elections 
end, there tyranny begins,” now stated that no well-ordered common- 
wealth had ever existed without aristocracy and hereditary nol)ility. 
Other writers were not prepared to go as far as accepting either a 
monarchy or an hereditary aristocracv, but they were equally frightened 
by the excesses of unrestrained democracy. John Randolph remarked, 
"our chief danger arises from the democratic parts of our constitu- 
tions.” The somewhat liberal Elbridge Gerry admitted that "the 
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evils we experience flow from an excess of democracy.** ^ A large 
number of persons insisted that there was as much reason to entrust 
the suffrage to children as to the ignorant and dependent. 

The majority of the fifty-five persons who composed the Constitu- 
tional Convention, entrusted with the task of drawing up a new system 
of government to take the place of the Articles of Confederation, were 
strongly influenced by these conservative doctrines. Most of the 
members of this Convention were themselves men of substantial wealth. 
They represented the propertied classes rather than the people as a 
whole. There was not a single person who could or would represent 
the mechanic or small farming groups. As Beard remarks, “The over- 
whelming majority of members, at least five-sixths, were immediately, 
directly, and personally interested in the outcome of their labors at 
Philadelphia, and were to a greater or less extent economic benefici- 
aries from the adoption of the Constitution.’* 

The meetings of the Constitutional Convention were held in camera, 
and no reports of the speeches of its members were published until 
many years later. The members were therefore free to express their 
views freely without regard to popular opinion. We now know that 
many persons took advantage of this freedom to denounce popular 
movements and popular forms of government. But the members were 
not fools. They were aware that there was a limit to the curb which 
they would be permitted to place upon democracy. Even the most 
reactionary knew that the people would not stomach a monarchy or 
an hereditary aristocracy, however excellent these institutions might 
be. But they felt that it would be possible to do away with some of 
the extremer forms of democratic government, to limit and make more 
indirect popular control over the administration. To the accomplish- 
ment of these ends they devoted their activities. 

The result was the draft of the Constitution which was submitted to 
the states for ratification in 1787. There was immediate and widespread 
opposition to the proposed new system of government. Many men 
who had played a prominent part in the Revolution and who were still 
looked upon as national leaders, such as Samuel Adams and Patrick 
Henry, were among the opposition on the grounds that the Constitution 
was too anti-democratic in tone. The new system was extraordinarily 
unpopular among the lower and lower middle classes. Had universal 
suffrage prevailed, it is highly probable that the Constitution would 
never have been ratified. But the franchise was still limited and large 
elements in the population could not vote. The propertied classes 
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had their way, and the new governmental institutions came into 
being. ^ 

The long campaign for ratification brought forth many books and 
pamphlets of a propaganda nature, some for, some against, the proposed 
Constitution. Most of these writings have long since been forgotten, 
but one, The Federalist, has remained a classic in American literature. 
In fact it has been recognized as one of the major contributions to the 
field of general political theory. Many writers on politics have echoed 
the saying of Jefferson and declared it to be “the best commentary on 
the principles of government which has ever been written. “ 

Though The Federalist was frankly a pihce d' occasion, written for a 
specific purpose, namely, to aid in the campaign to secure the support 
of New York State for the new Constitution, the book was soon recog- 
nized to be the best commentary on the 'spirit of the Constitution which 
has ever been penned. Being a polemical work, composed to secure 
popular support for an unpopular cause. The Federalist glosses over 
certain points, notably the anti-democratic bias of its authors, but in 
many ways it far transcended its immediate aim and became a docu- 
ment full of interest to all serious students of the science of government, 
irrespective of time and place. 

The Federalist dealt, somewhat in detail, with a vast number of 
governmental problems, but the major portion of the work was de- 
voted to the exposition of four major theses. The first of these was 
that human nature demanded a strong and not a weak government. 
The second was that indirect or representative government was far 
superior to direct democracy. The third was that good government 
necessitated an elaborate system of checks and balances. The fourth 
was that good government likewise necessitated a separation of powers. 
The first of these four theses was enunciated to meet an immediate and 
local need. The last three were obviously, and frankly, developments 
of ideas which had previously been laid down by Montesquieu. 

The emphasis upon strong government was to counteract the idea 
then prevalent in most liberal circles that government should be kept as 
weak as possible. Rousseau had insisted that all governments, unless 
closely watched, tended to usurp power and oppress the people. This 
doctrine in itself was enough to make most radicals suspicious of all 
governmental activities. To the Federalists this doctrine was anath- 
ema. To their minds, the troubles which beset America in the post- 
revolutionary period were due, in large measure, to the extreme weak- 
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ness of the central government and to the comparative weakness of 
the state governments. ''Nothing is more certain than the indis- 
pensable necessity of government, and it is equally undeniable that, 
whenever and however it is instituted, the people must cede to it some 
of their natural rights, in order to vest it with requisite power.” 
The Federalists further insisted that the powers granted to the govern- 
ment 

ought to exist without limitation. . . . The circumstances which endanger the 
safety of nations are infinite, and for this reason no constitutional shackles 
can wisely be imposed on the power to which the care of it is committed. . . . 
Government ought to be clothed with all the powers requisite to complete 
execution of its trust.^ 

Many liberal thinkers asserted that the functions of the state should 
be negative, that a government should punish crime and arbitrate 
disputes between its citizens, but that otherwise its policy should be 
laissez faire or "let alone.” Neither the Constitution itself nor The 
Federalist interpretation of the Constitution dealt at length with this 
problem, but it is obvious that underlying both documents was the 
belief that the state had positive as well as negative functions. Thus 
both documents speak of the duty of Congress "to provide ... for the 
general welfare of the United States...; to promote the progress of 
science and the useful arts.” Congress should also have the right to 
"regulate” national and interstate commerce.'*^ When the Federalists 
came into power, it soon became evident that "regulation” also meant 
the duty of promoting and fostering many phases of commercial enter- 
prises. At a later date, the propertied classes of America were to be- 
come the enthusiastic advocates of laissez faire, but during the early 
years of the republic this was far from being true, and the Federalists, 
as the foremost spokesmen of this class, were insistent that it was the 
duty of the government to be active and not merely passive. 

The second point in the Federalist program was that the government 
should be only indirectly subject to popular control. The Federalists 
were perfectly willing to admit that ultimately all governmental au- 
thority is derived from the people. With Burke they paid nominal 
allegiance to the doctrine that all governments were created by a social 
contract through which individuals, previously free, voluntarily gave 
up some of their natural rights to form a political state. In fact they 
went further than Burke and declared that all power should emanate 
from and be delegated by the people and that the dependence of all 
officials upon the people should be secured by a short tenure of office.**® 
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In view of the general tenor of public opinion at the time, it would 
have been exceedingly unwise for the Federalists to have argued other- 
wise. 

But after this lip service to the cause of democracy, the Federalists 
proceeded to lay great stress upon the idea that popular control over 
the organs of government should be indirect rather than direct. With 
Montesquieu and with Burke, they claimed that even those office- 
holders directly elected by the people should decide on political issues 
in accord with their own reason and should not wait for specific in- 
structions from the electors. The views of the public were to be refined 
“by passing them through the medium of a chosen body of citizens 
whose wisdom may best discern the interests of their country.*^ 
They were convinced that to submit questions directly to the people 
would arouse the masses and disturb public tranquillity. The Federal- 
ists, therefore, thought that the function of the people ended with the 
selection of their betters to public office and were opposed to Rousseau’s 
scheme for legislative activity by the people as a whole. 

Applying this principle still further, the Federalists believed that it 
would be well to have only a small proportion of the governmental 
officials elected directly by the people — the others should be elected 
by other bodies at least once removed from popular control. In the 
new scheme of government the making and executing of laws was com- 
mitted to four different agencies: the House of Representatives, the 
Senate, the President, and the Supreme Court. Of these four bodies, 
only one, the House of Representatives, was to be directly elected by 
the people. The Senate was to be chosen by the state legislatures; the 
President was to be chosen by a special electoral college; and the mem- 
bers of the Supreme Court were to be appointed by the President “by 
and with the advice of the Senate.” 

Mention of these four governmental organs brings up the third 
feature of the Federalist program, the idea of check and balance. 
Though the principle of check and balance was taken over from Mon- 
tesquieu, the Federalists were forced tp develop this principle and give 
it a very different application. Montesquieu’s check and balance was 
the balance between the forces of monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy. 
As America possessed neither a monarchy nor an hereditary aristocracy, 
it was impossible for the balance of power to be adjusted on this basis. 
But were there not other forces which could be so nicely balanced as to 
hold one another in check? 

The Federalists held that to a certain extent the various social and 
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economic groups within the state would serve as contending powers 
which could be balanced one against the other. 

A landed interest, a manufacturing interest, a mercantile interest, a 
moneyed interest, with many lesser interests grow up of necessity in civilized 
nations and divide them into different classes, actuated by different senti- 
ments and views. 

Good government should be based upon the proper balancing of these 
various classes in society, 

In any one place, however, it is possible that one of these groups 
may outweigh all the others put together. In such a situation the 
principle of majority rule may well prove extremely oppressive to the 
minority, and the Federalists were extremely anxious to preserve the 
rights and privileges of these minorities. They thought that they had 
found a solution to this problem in a geographic check and balance. In 
a large country such as the United States, with a wide variety of eco- 
nomic areas, there should normally be a wide variety of interests and 
hence, to use the Federalist term, a large number of “factions.’’ In 
any one area it is likely that a single faction may predominate — in 
one area an agricultural group, in another a commercial group, in still 
another an industrial group. Each of these groups seeks its own in- 
terests and tends to be tyrannical to the others, but in a large country 
these factions tend to cancel one another, so that no one group can 
secure complete supremacy over all the others. 

A religious sect may degenerate into a political faction in a part of the 
Confederacy; but the variety of sects dispersed over the entire face of it must 
secure the national councils against any danger from that source. A rage 
for paper money, for an abolition of debts, for an equal distribution of prop- 
erty, or for any other improper and wicked project will be less apt to pervade 
the whole body of the Union than a particular member of it; in the same 
proportion as such a malady is more likely to taint a particular county or 
district, than an entire state.*^ ^ 

The principle of geographic check and balance made the Federalists 
disagree on one essential point with Montesquieu, their great master in 
political philosophy. Montesquieu had argued that a republican form 
of government might be suitable for small countries but was illy adapted 
to large countries. The Federalists, by distinguishing between direct 
democracies (which they despised) and representative government 
(which they lauded), asserted that though direct democracies could only 
flourish in a small area, a representative republic could only thrive in a 
state of at least moderate size. 



1X0 


EARLY PRECURSORS OF FASCISM 


The principle of federalism, or the division of power between the 
central government and the local governments, an idea hinted at by 
Montesquieu, was fully developed by the fathers of the American 
Constitution, as is obvious from Xhe very name Federalist, adopted by 
the potent defenders of the new system of government. To theii 
minds federalism was but another and further application of the prin- 
ciple of geographic check and balance. A single powerful faction, by 
adroit propaganda might well be able to secure control over any one of 
the various states into which America was divided, but the check and 
balance system would prevent this state from embarking upon a wild 
orgy of demagogic legislation. No state could make any ex post facto 
law or a law impairing the sanctity of contracts, however much it 
might wish to do so. On the other hand, the existence of a large number 
of states subject only to a limited extent to the control of the central 
administration would serve as a check upon a tyrannous central govern- 
ment in case the national government should temporarily fall into the 
hands of a self-seeking majority. 

The principle of special majorities for special measures, which played 
such an important part in the Constitution and in the Federalist philos- 
ophy, may be considered a further and more or less novel development 
of the check and balance idea. Locke had laid down the doctrine of 
majority rule, and this doctrine was accepted by most subsequent fol- 
lowers of the liberal school and was accepted even by the Federalists 
for the normal course of legislation. They saw, however, that this 
system was liable to lead to abuses and that there was need to check 
the unbridled power of a bare majority (say 51 per cent) over a minority 
only slightly less numerous than itself. The example of Poland showed 
that it was unwise to seek for unanimous consent on any governmental 
policy, but there might well be a provision requiring an unusually large 
majority in case any fundamental or any really radical change in the 
political or economic structure was intended. Thus the Federalists 
thought that it was wise that treaties with foreign powers should re- 
quire the consent of two-thirds of the Senate and that changes in the 
Constitution itself should require the consent of two-thirds of both 
houses of Congress and in addition need the ratification of three-fourths 
of the individual states. 

In this way no ordinary majority could interfere with the basic 
rights and privileges accorded all citizens by the fundamental law of 
the land. 
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The doctrine of the separation of powers, like that of check and 
balance, was taken over from Montesquieu and likewise was subjected 
to considerable modification. The doctrine itself was presented in no 
uncertain terms. “The accumulation of all powers, legislative, execu- 
tive, and judiciary, in the same hands, whether of one, a few, or many, 
and whether hereditary, self-appointed, or elective, may justly be pro- 
nounced the very definition of tyranny.*' But whereas Montesquieu 
presupposed that the three functions should be kept entirely separate 
and distinct, the Federalists argued that the smooth functioning of 
government required a certain amount of overlapping. 

Locke and Rousseau had argued that the legislative branch ought 
to be superior to the other organs of government. This idea had found 
widespread acceptance, and most of the state governments in the 
period immediately following the Revolutionary War were characterized 
by strong legislative assemblies and by weak executives. The Federal- 
ists agreed with Montesquieu that such a system tended towards 
tyranny — the worst kind of tyranny, that of a mob — and insisted 
that steps be taken to prevent the legislative from dominating the 
executive and judicial branches. “The legislative department is 
everywhere extending the sphere of its activity, and drawing all power into 
its impetuous vortex. . . . Some more adequate defence is indispensably 
necessary for the more feeble [i.e., the executive], against the more power- 
ful [i.e., the legislative], members of the government.” ^ 

To prevent the legislative from dominating the executive, the Con- 
stitution provided two solutions. One was to give the President, the 
chief executive officer, a suspensive veto over all acts of legislation; the 
other was to divide the legislative branch into two separate bodies. 
In England, as in most other monarchies, the king possessed an ab- 
solute veto over all legislation. In the first burst of republican enthusi- 
asm most of the states had deprived their executive officers of all veto 
powers. • The Federalists did not dare argue for an absolute veto, but 
they maintained the justice and propriety of granting the executive a 
conditional veto which could only be overridden by a two-thirds ma- 
jority of the legislative organs. 

The Federalists believed that a legislative assembly of a single house 
would be more powerful and more tyrannous than one consisting of two 
equal chambers, especially if the two chambers were rendered, “by 
different modes of election and different principles of action, as little con- 
nected with one another as the natureof their common functions and their 
common dependence on the society will admit.” ^ The second chamber, 
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the Senate, elected Indirectly, was frankly conceived as a checking body 
or a brake upon the precipitancy and ambition of the lower house. 
“The necessity of a senate is not less indicated by the propensity of all 
single and numerous assemblies to yield to the impulse of sudden and 
violent passions, and to be seduced by factious leaders into intemperate 
and pernicious resolutions.’' 

While the legislative branch, which is normally strong, needs to be 
weakened by dividing its functions between two chambers, the executive 
branch which, according to the Federalists, is normally weak, needs 
to be strengthened by centering it around a single individual. Many 
of the early liberals had argued for a multiple executive as well as for a 
multiple legislative. In a system of government proposed by Harring- 
ton in the seventeenth century, the executive functions were to be 
carried out by a number of independently elected officials, and in several 
of the states the most important members of the governor’s council or 
cabinet were elected and not appointed. Under the old Confederacy, 
the executive functions had been vested in a number of committees. 
The Federalists were rigorously opposed to all such systems. To their 
minds the government should have a single supreme executive officer, 
and to this officer all subordinate officials should be subordinated. 

In addition to his ordinary duties the President was to be the com- 
mander in chief of the army; he was to have the right to negotiate 
treaties with foreign powers (though these treaties had to be approved 
by the Senate); and he had the power to appoint, with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, many of the lesser members of the executive branch 
of the government. The Federalists disapproved of the council or 
cabinet system which was already in existence in England, whereby the 
ministers of state were jointly responsible for executive policy. They 
insisted that all the executive officials should be separately and in- 
dividually responsible to the President and should be bound to carry 
out his orders as long as they were not contrary to the law of the land. 
The Federalists likewise disapproved of the parliamentary system 
whereby the ministers of state were themselves members of Parliament 
and were forced to resign their offices when faced with an adverse vote in 
the legislative assembly. In the American system of government, 
approved by the Federalists, all executive officials were prevented from 
being members of either house of Congress, and the like or dislike of 
Congress had no effect upon their tenure of office, except in cases of 
formal impeachment. 

The Federalists laid great stress upon the need for strengthening the 
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power of the judiciary. Montesquieu was quite prepared to have the 
judges elected by the people. The Federalists on the other hand be- 
lieved that the judiciary would be rendered stronger and more inde- 
pendent by having them appointed by the President. To render them 
free from executive control, all judges were to hold office for life. 
“ From the natural feebleness of the judiciary, it is in continual jeopardy 
of being overpowered, awed, or influenced by its coordinate branches; 
and ... as nothing can contribute as much to its firmness and independ- 
ence as permanence in office, this quality may therefore be justly regarded 
as an indispensable ingredient in its constitution. . . . ^ 

The American system of government is famous for its doctrine of 
judicial review, or the right of the Supreme Court to invalidate acts of 
Congress on the ground that they are incompatible with the written 
Constitution. The Constitution itself makes no mention of this doctrine 
or of these powers. But it is obvious that the Federalists foresaw and 
approved of judicial review. “The complete independence of the courts 
of justice is particularly essential in a limited Constitution. By a limited 
Constitution I understand one which contains certain specified excep- 
tions to the legislative authority: .such, for instance, as that it shall pass 
no bills of attainder, no ex post facto laws, and the like. Limitations of this 
kind can be preserved in practice in no other way than through the 
medium of the courts of justice, whose duty it must be to declare all 
acts contrary to the manifest tenor of the Constitution void.” 

\ 

There can be no doubt that the American Constitution, the text 
to which The Federalist papers were but a commentary, was composed 
by conservatives disgusted with the excesses of direct democracy. 
Nevertheless a system which provided for republican government, 
which provided for the ultimate control of all organs of government by 
the people, and which also provided numerous safeguards for individual 
rights must clearly be considered to be in accord with the liberal tradi- 
tion — and the triumph of this Constitution meant a new triumph for 
the liberal cause. 
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THE IDEALIST SCHOOL AND 
THE REVIVAL OF ABSOLUTISM 



CHAPTER V 


Immanuel Kant and His English 
Disciples 


At THE beginning of the nineteenth century it appeared as if the old 
authoritarian-etatist tradition was slowly but steadily declining. Even 
in the most reactionary circles there was scarcely a soul who was willing 
to defend the doctrine of the divine right of kings, and the defense of 
absolutism itself was more or less half-hearted and apologetic. Follow- 
ing the French Revolution there was, indeed, a conservative reaction, 
but the leaders of this reaction, though attacking the more extreme forms 
of liberalism, were profoundly influenced by several of the liberal ideas. 

Most of the conservatives were devout believers in monarchy, “a real 
not a nominal monarchy,” but the vast majority of them now advocated 
a limited or constitutional monarchy rather than the unlimited and un- 
checked monarchy of former days. Such persons insisted that the 
hereditary nobility be allowed to preserve many of their ancient privi- 
leges, but they were willing to give a popularly elected House of Com- 
mons or House of Representatives a fair share in the framing and passing 
of laws. In a word, the authoritarianism of these conservatives was a 
rather milk-and-water affair. In like manner their attack upon indi- 
vidualism and their defense of etatism tended to be of a rather mild 
character. They denounced the theory that the individual possesses 
abstract natural rights with which the state may not interfere, but they 
were willing to grant the individual many concrete rights, if only for 
the sake of expediency. The vast majority of the conservatives be- 
lieved in religious toleration, or the right of the individual to choose 
his own religion. They believed in the censorship of speech and of writ- 
ing, but they insisted that this censorship should not be too rigorous 
or too harsh. Most of the conservatives were very skeptical about the 
governmental control of industry; some of them, like Edmund Burke, 
were avowed believers in laissez faire. 

There were many persons, like the Frenchman, De Tocqueville, who 
rather disliked democracy and individualism, but who believed that 
there was an inevitable and irresistible tendency towards the realiza- 
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tion of these two ideals — and hence argued that it was a useless waste 
of time to struggle against them. For many decades political develop- 
ments in America, in England, and on the continent of Europe seemed 
to prove that De Tocqueville was right. In America, the conservative 
Federalists fell from power in 1800 and were succeeded by the rather 
radical followers of Jefferson. A few years later the ultra-democratic 
Jacksonians again put the conservatives to flight. In England, Parlia- 
ment was reformed and democratized in 1832, and every decade there- 
after saw power gradually slipping from the hands of the monarch and 
the lords to rest in the hands of the bulk of the populace. With in- 
creasing democracy came increasing belief in laissez faire and other 
forms of individualism. Even on the continent of Europe there was 
a strong resurgence of the liberal tradition. The French Revolutions 
of 1830 and 1848 enormously weakened the conservative position not 
only in France but in all other European countries. In many of these 
countries absolutism, or what was left of absolutism, was swept away — 
some form of parliamentary government being put in its place. With 
parliamentary government came increasing emphasis upon the sanctity 
of individual rights. 

Towards the middle of the nineteenth century most observers of 
political conditions felt certain that belief in wholehearted authori- 
tarianism and wholehearted etatism had gone forever. And yet at 
the very time when liberalism seemed to be sweeping everything before 
it, there was arising a new school of political philosophy, the so-called 
idealist school, which aimed, very adroitly, at undermining the whole 
framework of the liberal creed. At first the doctrines enunciated by 
the idealist school were little noticed by the world at large. The lead- 
ing members of this school had very little contact with the world of 
practical politics. Most of its members were university professors and 
led quiet, more or less secluded lives. For this reason they themselves 
and their doctrines were more or less ignored by the busy politicians of 
their own generation. The active '‘men of affairs’" of their own time 
either ignored, or misunderstood, or laughed at the idealist attacks on 
the basic assumptions of liberalism. But the political theory of one 
day not infrequently becomes the political practice of a succeeding 
generation. At first the teachings set forth by the idealists attracted 
only those persons especially interested in metaphysics or at least in a 
metaphysical approach to the problems of life and of politics. But 
before long idealist doctrines began to infect many outstanding writers 
in the fields of history and law and thus came to appeal to a much 



broader public. Finally, many of the theories advocated by the ideal- 
ists were taken over and popularized by poets and essayists, men such 
as De Quincey, Coleridge, and Carlyle, to mention only a few. As 
decade followed decade, the idealist dogmas, in some form or another, 
began to permeate many different levels of European culture until at 
last they reached the man in the street. 

In each and every case the spread of idealist doctrines in the spheres 
of philosophy, or history, or law, or general literature coincided with the 
spread of belief in either etatism or authoritarianism — veiy frequently 
with the spread of belief in both etatism and authoritarianism. A great 
many persons who had formerly been staunch advocates of individualism 
and democracy were so won over by the charm of idealist theories 
regarding life as a whole that they began to champion the idealist doc- 
trines in the field of politics. It was thus in large. measure due to the 
work of the idealist philosophers and their immediate disciples that the 
absolutist (we may as well say Fascist) tradition was revived in nine- 
teenth century Europe. The idealists owed much of their success in 
the political field to the subtlety of their methods. They were able to 
revive faith in etatism and authoritarianism largely because they were 
able to give both these doctrines such a new and attractive dress that 
they were scarcely recognizable at first sight. They were careful to 
avoid all the old arguments and all the old slogans of their predecessors 
in the seventeenth century. Not once did the idealists quote Scripture 
in defense of passive obedience; not once did they preach the divine 
right of kings in the old sense of the word. To have done so would have 
been impolitic. The words ‘'liberty'' and “freedom" had an immense 
popular appeal at the time the idealists were preaching and writing. 
Hence the members of the idealist school were careful never to attack 
these terms — they were merely so reinterpreted as to become mean- 
ingless. Or rather the idealists distinguished between “false freedom," 
the freedom advocated by the liberals, and “true freedom," which 
meant obedience to the dictates of the absolute state, a state run in 
accordance with authoritarian principles. 

Of very great importance is the fact that the type of etatism and 
authoritarianism advocated by the members of the idealist school has 
had a profound effect upon all subsequent political thought and has 
led directly to the Fascist and Nazi ideology of the present day. Be- 
tween the twentieth century Fascists and the seventeenth century 
absolutists there is only a remote and indirect connection. But between 
the twentieth century Fascists and the nineteenth century idealists the 
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connection is close and intirnate. Had it not been for the idealists, 
the old absolute tradition might well have died a natural death. It 
was the idealists who played such an important part in the revival of 
absolutism at the beginning of the nineteenth century, and hence it is 
only natural that it was the idealists who exerted the greatest influence 
in shaping and moulding the absolutist tradition as it gradually ex- 
panded and developed in the middle and latter part of the nineteenth 
ceatury. And after all,, as we shall see, the Fascism and National 
Socialism of the present day are merely the concrete embodiments of 
the doctrines preached by the nineteenth century absolutists. 

As we trace the “genealogy” of the Fascist and Nazi ideologies, we 
shall observe that Fascism and National Socialism have had many 
spiritual ancestors, but among these ancestors the idealists are not the 
least interesting or the least important. As we read the party programs 
and the propaganda statements of the prcvsent-day Fascist and National 
Socialist leaders, it is astonishing to find how often use is made of the 
arguments, the slogans, and the ideas of the nineteenth century idealists. 
It is not merely that the idealists and the Fascists agree in attacking 
individualism and defending etatism; more important is the fact that 
the type of etatism advocated by the Fascists is the type of etatism 
preached by the leading members of the idealist school. It is not merely 
that the Fascists and the idealists agree in attacking democracy and in 
defending authoritarianism; more important is the fact that the type 
of authoritarian government advocated by the Fascists today is almost 
identical with the type of authoritarian government advocated by the 
idealists nearly a century earlier. The main purpose of our present 
undertaking is not to study the dim and distant past; it is rather to 
understand the real meaning of contemporary Fascist and National 
Socialist ideology. It is for this very reason that we must, for the 
moment, ignore the present and embark upon a lengthy discussion of 
the political ideals of a group of philosophers long since in their 
graves. 


IMMANUEL KANT 

The idealist school started in Germany, and its first four major 
prophets, Kant, Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel, were all German pro- 
fessors of philosophy. In later years Germany still remained the home 
land of the idealist school, but as time went on the idealist movement 
gradually spread to many other countries and the idealist doctrines, in 
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some form or another, were adopted by many prominent thinkers in 
France, in Italy, in England, and even in America. 

It goes without saying that there were many important points of 
difference between the various idealist philosophers. Many of these 
points of difference were radical and far-reaching. Some of these differ- 
ences were concerned with metaphysical problems; others had refer- 
ence to social and political problems. Most of the later German ideal- 
ists, men such as Fichte and Hegel and their disciples, were thorough- 
going etatists and thoroughgoing authoritarians. Other members of 
the school, however, men such as Kant, the founder of the idealist- 
school, and the English followers of Kant, remained much closer to the 
liberal position. From the political point of view we may describe 
such persons as semi-etatists and semi-authoritarians. They empha- 
sized the value and importance of the state, but they still r^ained a 
liking for certain phases of individualism. They emphasized the need 
for leadership and authority within the state, but they were willing to 
retain many features of democratic control. Such persons, in a word, 
constituted thei connecting link between the liberal and the absolutist 
traditions.^ 

There is a world of difference between such semi-etatists and semi- 
authoritarians as Kant and Green and Carlyle and such radical thor- 
oughgoing etatists and authoritarians as Fichte and Hegel, and yet 
it is of great importance to note that Kant and Green and Carlyle 
played a very significant role in shaping the development of the later, 
more radical etatist-authoritarian tradition. In their political conc lu- 
sio ns they rema ine d under the infl u ence of liberalism, thei meta- 
physical pre mises from whic h they started led directly to the conclu- 
sions orTKe" radical a nti-liberals , and it is i mpossible to understand ihe 
raJical anti-liberal conclusions without an examination of the earlier, 
innocuous-looking premises. Kant, Green, and Carlyle are also of im- 
portance from another point of view. By the very mildness of their 
conclusions, they were able to win many converts from the ranks of 
true liberalism, converts who would have been shocked by the frank 
and brutal etatism and authoritarianism of the more radical idealists. 
Later on, after a suitable breathing spell, such persons, having been 
converted to semi-etatism and semi-authoritarianism, found it easier to 
accept the conclusions of the prophets of the radical etatist-authoritarian 
tradition. All unwillingly and unconsciously, Kant and his English 
disciples were thus forced to serve as the ^£dvance guard of the FascisI 
forces. V 
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To many persons it must seem startling and even shocking to de^ 
scribe Kant as the forerunner of the neo-absolutist tradition. In hia 
own time Kant regarded himself, and was generally regarded by others, 
as a thoroughgoing liberal. His fund amental .bostulate that each man 
must be regarded as an end in himself and not as a means to an end 
showed him to be a believer in individualism, one of 1;he two cardinal 
tenets of liberalism. His dislike of hereditary nobility, his belief in 
representative government, his dislike of despotism showed that he 
was a believer in democracy, the other great tenet of liberalism, yet 
Kant produced a system of political philosophy which was distinctly 
out of keeping with the main current of liberalism. This system had 
a definite leaning towards etatism and authoritarianism and in the 
hands of his most distinguished disciples, especially those of German 
birth, many of Kant’s most characteristic and fundamental dogmas 
were twisted in such a way as to make them the foundation stones of 
etatism and authoritarianism. 

To the political scientists, Kant is far more important as the founder 
)f the all-powerful idealist school than as the creator of an independent 
(Lpolitical system. Kant’s chief work lay in the domain of theoretical 
^r general philosophy. In the fi eld of £oliUcsJhje, did. little more than 
Analyze and resynthesjze the doctrines., previously enunciated by such 
writers as Grptiu.Sj, Montesquieu, a.nd especially Rousseau, flf^thei^ 
>had been no Kantians, Kant himself could easily be ignored in a general 
Mvork on political theory But it so happens that there were a very 
large number of thinkers in the nineteenth century who exerted an 
^enormous influence upon the political thought of their time and who 
^were consciously and confessedly influenced by Kant. Many of these 
disciples were to become the foremost advocates of etatism and authori- 
tarianism, and as they adopted much of Kant’s phraseology and claimed 
that their own doctrines were merely logical developments of Kant’s 
ideas, no account of the etatist-authoritarian tradition would be ade- 
quate or even intelligible without a brief survey of Kant’s basic assump- 
tions in the field of politics. 

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) had a private life which was singularly 
uneventful. He was a closet philosopher, teaching at the then small 
and relatively insignificant University of Konigsberg in East Prussia, 
a region which was then considered the eastern frontier of European 
culture. He had no contacts with the active world of politics, and was 
generally regarded as a classic example of the imDrartir.nh qq^<^rldly ^ 
and a bsejQtr^rninde(j collegfejirofessor. Heinrich Heine has very wittily 
summarized the life of Kant in the following words. 



KANT 


135 

The history of the life of Immanuel Kant is hard to write, inasmuch as he 
had neither life nor history, ior he lived a mechanically ordered, and abstract 
old bachelor life in a quiet retired street in Konigsberg, an old town on the 
northeast border of Germany. I do not believe that the great clock of the 
cathedral there did its daily work more dispassionately and regularly than 
its compatriot Immanuel Kant. Rising, coffee drinking, writing, reading 
college lectures, eating, walking, all had their fixed time, and the neighbors 
knew that it was exactly half past three when Immanuel Kant in his grey 
coat, with his Manila cane in his hand, left his house door and went to the 
Lime tree avenue, wfiich is still called, in memory of him, the Philosopher s 
Walk. ... 

Strange contrast between the external life of the man and his destroying, 
world-crushing thoughts! In very truth, if the citizens of Konigsberg had 
dreamed of the real meaning of his thought, they would have experienced 
at his sight a greater horror than they would on beholding an executioner who 
only kills men. But the good people saw nothing in him but a professor of 
philosophy, and when he at the regular hour passed by, they greeted him as 
a friend, and regulate d their_watches by him. But if Immanuel Kant, the 
great destroyer in the world of thought, w^t far beyond Maximilian Robes- 
pierre in terrorism, he had many points of resemblance to him whic h challenge 
comparison between the twain. Firstly we find in both the same inexorable, 
cutting, prosaic, sober sense of honor and integrity. Then we find in them 
the same talent for mistrust, which the one showed as regarded thoughts and 
called it criticism, while the other applied it to men and entitled it republican 
virtue. But there was manifested in both, to the very highest degree, the 
type of bourgeouie, of the common citizen. Nature meant them to weigh 
out coffee and sugar but destiny determined that they should weigh other 
things; so one placed a king, and the other a god in the scales — and they 
both gave exact weight.^ 

As has been said, Kant is chiefly known as a theoretical philosopher. 
His major work in this field, the Critique of Pure Reason (published in 
1781), was destined to have an epoch-making, even a revolutionary 
effect upon later generations. In Germany the vast majority of the 
professional philosophers became Kantians, to some extent at least, 
almost overnight. The classic German philosophers of the following 
generation, such as Fichte, and Schelling, and Hegel, much as they 
might disagree with Kant as regards detail, and however much their 
ultimate conclusions might differ from those postulated by Kant him- 
self, all started as disciples of Kant, and all used his ideas as foundation 
stones upon which they proceeded to erect their own systems. Even 
the later iconoclasts amongst the German metaphysicians, men such as 
Schopenhauer, who dearly loved to criticize their contemporaries and 
predecessors, bowed down before the Kantian shrine and incorporated 
many phases of the Kantian philosophy in their own systems. Even 
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today, the cry ‘‘Back to Kant*’ is the phrase most heard in German 
philosophic circles. It was the revolutionary effect which Kant had 
upon the German method of thinking which caused some writers, such 
as Heine, to compare Kant with Robespierre, the foremost leader of 
the political revolution in France. 

It is beyond the scope of the present undertaking to inquire into the 
details of the Kantian system of metaphysics. But some of Kant’s 
^asic ideas on the subject must be considered, as they throw a great deal 
oi light on his views regarding ethics, jurisprudence, and politics. Th^ 
;"first basic idea in Kant’s philosophy was the supremacy of “the spir- 
'itual ’’ over “ the material ’’ in «all phavses of human activity. The second 
j£asic idea was the supremacy of pure reason (mixed with a little intui- 
,tion) over sensation or experience. The third basic idea was the 
Supremacy of the universal moral law over the wishes, caprices, desires 

the individual citizen. Each of these basic ideas had a purely meta- 
physical background, yet each of them was to exert an amazing amount 
^ influence over subsequent social and political speculation. 

^The first basic idea, j}i^, s:upt^macy of the spiritual over the, material, 
is closely associated with the idea that “the soul” is superior to “the 
‘body’* and that the mental is superior to the physical, notions which 
play an important part in the philosophizing of the various members 
of the idealist school. These notions have important implications in 
the field of social and political theory, but they are derived from the 
purely metaphysical doctrine, common to all members of the idealist 
school, tfrat the physical or external world is eitlier. largely or wholly 
the product pf the minxi. Kant was far from being the first person to 
enunciate this doctrine, but he was the first philosopher in modern 
times to gain for this doctrine widespread popularity among the edu- 
cated classes of his native country. 

Kant insisted that the fundamental task of all philosophy was to 
answer the problems “How do we know?” and “What do we know?” 
In trying to answer these problems himself, Kant was willing to admit 
that a great deal of our knowledge regarding the objective world is 
derived ultimately from the impact of external objects upon our senses, 
but h e insisted that the world a5 we ^ee it is quite different from the 
world as it really is and that the world as we see it is caused quite as 
much by the working of our minds as by the impact of external objects. 

If we wear green glasses, everything in the world looks green whatever 
its true color. If we were always to wear such glasses and could never 
take them off, we could never have any knowledge of the true colors of 
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Nature. In Kant’s philosophy the mind o f man was likened to such a 
pair of glasses, because we can never sense things as they really are, 
but only as the mind presents them to our senses. Or, to use an analogy 
drawn from modern science, we see before us what appears to be a brown 
table with a solid suriace. Yet the senses are deceptive, for the true 
table is not solid, as it consists of a large number of atoms, between 
"each of which there is a considerable distance. Likewise the table is 
not brown, as external objects, we are told, really possess no color — 
what we sense as color being so many corpuscles or so many light waves, 
moving at a particular rate. 

Kant carried his analysis of sensations much further than does the 
orthodox science of today. With orthodox science, Kant claimed that 
all colors, so unds, smells, and tastes are subjectivc^, but in addition he 
insisted that pi;actically everything else we know, or think that we know, 
about external objects is subjective in origin, or, in other words, is due 
to the working of the human mind. Thus, for example, to Kant even 
space and time are really subjective ways of looking at things rather 
than objective realities. In like manner, most of the relationships 
which appear to exist between external objects, such as the relation of 
cause and effect, are due to our mode of perception and conception, 
rather than to anything in the objective universe. Kant believed that 
his analysis of the sensations constituted a “Copernican revolution” in 
philosophy. Prior to Copernicus men believed that the sun moved 
around the earth; but Copernicus showed that in reality it was the 
earth which moved around the sun. Men used to believe that the world 
of appearance was due merely to the action of external objects upon our 
passive minds. Kant thought he had proved that the world of appear- 
unce w as due quite as much to the workings of our own mind as to the 
action of external objects. 

Kant’s analysis of the cause of sensation, his ” Copernican revolution,” 
was to lead to important developments. In spite of his “idealist” 
tendencies, Kant himself tenaciously clung to belief in the ultimate 
reality of external objects. Among the later German philosophers, 
however, a study of Kant’s system led to complete idealism. These 
later philosophers ignored or rejected the notion that it is external 
objects which cause our minds to build up the world of appearance, and 
claimed that the mind was not merely the partial but was the sole cause 
of the world of appearance. This doctrine in turn led to several im- 
portant developments in the field of social and political theory. In 
due course of time it will be necessary for us to examine these later 
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developments, but for the moment we must confine ourselves to the 
ideas expounded by Kant himself. 

The second basic doctrine in Kant’s philosophy was the supremacy oj 
pure reason {mixed with a little intuition) over sensation or experience. 
Kant was driven to defend this doctrine by the very nature of his whole 
philosophy. If the English philosophers were right in assuming that 
our senses give us a true picture of the external world, it would be per- 
fectly correct to trust to sensation and to experience in trying to solve 
philosophical problems, including the problems affecting society and 
the state. But Kant, we know, rejected the English assumptions on 
this point. To him, the world of appearance was due far more to the 
functioning of the subjective mind than to the action of the external 
objects upon our senses. Hence he tended to ignore the senses, sensa- 
tion, and sensual experience and looked to the mind and the action of 
the mind, that is, reason, to solve all the problems of reality. Above all, 
he insisted that some facts, and some of the most important facts, are 
known a priori, or prior to and independent of all contacts with the 
external world. Such, for example, are the truths given us by mathe- 
matics or pure logic. Having proved to his own satisfaction that it 
was possible to arrive at many general truths irrespective of sense im- 
pressions, Kant went on and tried to establish the supremacy of reason 
in all fields of human endeavor. 

Kant was, indeed, willing to admit that there was a limit to the suc- 
cessful functioning of pure reason. According to Kant’s philosophy, 
pure reason caa -Jievcr-tclLus..the jeal .nature of ..the. .e^^ternal world.. 
As ^^me, time, and^^causalRy are subjective and not objective, it is 
useless for us to try, by abstract reasoning, to answer such questions as 
whether the real external world is finite or infinite^ whether it is ternT- 
porary or eternal, whether or not it is the work of an ultimate first cause. 
As a result of this belief, Kant’s philosophy appeared to end in a sort 
of skepticism. But Kant refused to be a skeptic, and in order to avoid 
skepticism, he was forced to adopt a curious sort of intuitionism, some- 
what out of keeping with his fundamentally rational nature. Certain 
basic ideas, he asserted, we can and do know, npt by abs tract reason, 
^ jbjit by direct in.^tinct or intuition, byjmmediate.feeling^or direc^iw^e- 
jiiess. B y means of t his direct.awareness.. for example, ^^n be certain 
rfjdie existence of the free moral jyiUi.^ad. because existence of 

this iree- moral, will- we ca^ also be oeirtain. gf. the existenjce of God and" of 
the immortality of the soul, things which could not be proved by pure 
reason acting alone. 
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Kant’s belief in, and use of, intuition played a relatively small part 
in his genera! philosophy, but this intuitionism was destined to exert a 
great deal of influence upon later speculation. More important still, 
fate was to play a very significant role in the development of later 
theories regarding government and the state. Most of the later idealists 
developed Kant’s doctrines in such a way as to distinguish between 
understanding, the use of pure abstract reason alone, and true reason, 
which was said to consist of abstract reasoning plus intuition or “direct 
spiritual insight.” As time went on this definition led to the growth of 
philosophical and political systems which were openly and avowedly 
irrationalist in character, emphasizing the doctrine that intuition or 
instinct, far from being merely the subordinate ally of reason, is really 
the supreme guide in discovering what is true and false and what is 
good and bad. It is this later irrationalism, derived indirectly, at least, 
from Kant, which has exerted such a profound influence upon Fascist 
and Nazi ideology. 

With Kant, himself, however, intuitionism constituted only a rela- 
tively insignificant part of his philosophical system. To Kant, intuition 
or “direct awareness” was of importance only in establishing the truth 
of certain fundamental assumptions. Once these fouiidation stones 
had been laid, he believed that reason, and reason alone, was capable 
of erecting a complete body of doctrines capable of solving all the prob- 
lems of human existence, including the problems affecting law, govern- 
ment, and the state. In point of fact, much of Kant’s energy was de- 
voted to the exposition of a rational system of law or jurisprudence, a 
system which he confidently held must serve as the basis of all true or 
valid political action. Politics to him was little more than the effective 
carrying out of the eternal rational principles embodied in the science 
of jurisprudence. Kant insisted that pure reason could and did tell us 
^hatJ^i,W5,iy4^b^dd govern human relations and that the chief function 
of theL.state, the chief political unit, was merely to see that these laws 
were applied and niade compulsory. 

Kant resolutely rejected the notion that law is merely “the command 
of a sovereign enforced by sanctions.” He believed that the idea law 
is merely the command of a sovereign, whether the sovereign be a single 
person or a popular assembly, was fundartientally immoral. In issuing 
a command a sovereign, whether consisting of one or many persons, 
might well be swayed by {^elfish whims or momentary desires ^nd 
caprices ^ Hence the command itself might well be contraryLlOlhe 
tales of pure reason. Such a comrnanjj, or any law based upon such a 
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command, was fundamentally wrong and hence essentially invalid, 
however rigidly or brutally it might be enforced by the police and the 
law courts. In like manner Kant refused to believe that true law could 
be based upon custom, or tradition, or precedent. In many countries 
and at many times custom has permitted and condoned acts which are 
contrary to the dictates of pure reason; hence custom and tradition 
must be rejected in trying to frame the laws of any state which aims at 
being run on right or rational principles. 

True law, according to Kant, must be based upon the dictates laid 
down by man’s rational mind in accordance with a priori principles. 
Neither history nor personal experience can give us any sure guidance. 
’“Reason commands us^to act, even though no example of such action 
can be found.” Law, moreover, must be univer^l in character. True 
'law must be applicable to all persons and at all times. It should serve 
primitive tribal commuuitics and also modern civilized states. True 
law exists prior to all governments and hence prior to all statutory legis- 
lation. . There are many points in common between Kant’s theory of 
^abstract rational law and the theory of Grotius regarding “natural” 
law. Kant, in fact, not infrequently gives the name natural law to the 
scheme of abstract jurisprudence which he established. There is, how 
ever, one important point of difference between Kant and Grotius 
To Grotius, natural law was just law, primarily because it was “natural,” 
that is, in accord with Nature. To Kant, “Nature,” that is, the external 
universe, meant little or nothing. To him the value of a law system was 
not whether it was or was not in accord with Nature, but whether it 
was or was not in accord with abstract reason. It was not through 
observance of Nature and her processes, but through a purely logical 
process that we arrive at the ideal system of jurisprudence. 

According to Kant, all true jurisprudence must be based upon whal 
he calls the principle of Recht or “right.” Now Reclit is a curious 
German word, which sometimes means right (as opposed to wrong); 
sometimes it means a right or rights (such as the Right of man to do 
or possess something); sometimes it means lawa To Kant and to 
most other German philosophers the term Recht means all three things 
at the same time. As a result Kant was convinced that he could estab- 
lish a system of jurisprudence embracing all valid laws and all valid 
rights from a rational consideration of the problem, “What is and what 
is not Eternally Rigfit?” or, in other words, from a rational considera- 
tion of the abstract principles of right and wrong. It is unnecessary 
for us to go into the details of Kant’s rather elaborate legal system 
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Suffice it to say that he attempted to deduce by “pure reason” all the 
^aws which should govern such things as property, all contractual rela- 
tionships, and even the laws regulating marriage. Being by birth and 
tradition a West European, it is not surprising that Kant was certain 
that the only form of marriage which was in accord with “true juris' 
prudence” was monogamy, ignoring the many Oriental countries which 
permitted polygamy. When one analyzes Kant’s system of jurispru- 
dence, one soon discovers that most of its principles were derived more 
from the old private law of the Romans than from any a priori rea- 
soning. 

Kant insisted that all laws should be based on reason, but he also 
insisted that any system of laws implies compulsion, and likev/ise pun- 
ishment in case any law within this system is broken. Kant’s views 
on punishment seem rather peculiar to the modern mind, but are in full 
accord with his puristic and imperativistic philosophy. To Kant an 
action was either good or bad, and if it were bad, eternal and absolute 
justice required that it be punished just because it was bad. Pun ish- 
ment, to him , should be given, not primarily to reform the criminal, 
nor to deter others from criminal acts, but rather to see that the eternal 
principle of justice was not upset. Kant’s idea of justice smacks not 
a little of the old “eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth” philosophy, and 
in view of his notions on the subject it is not surprising that he was dis- 
tinctly suspicious of the pardoning power usually graijited public offi- 
cials and that he was violently opposed to those persons who wished 
to abolish capital punishment. 

It is of importance to note the connection between Kant’s doctrine 
of the supremacy of reason and the later authoritarian tradition. In 
Kant’s own time the doctrine that all laws to be \^alid must be in accord 
with rational principles might be and frequently was directed against 
despotic monarchs who made and unmade laws according to the 
caprice of the moment. In later times, however, we find a number of 
authoritarians pointing out that this same principle can and should be 
used in combating many forms of democracy. The late Lord Asquith, 
one-time Prime Minister of England, and one of the most prominent 
Liberal leaders of the last century, once declared that the chief func- 
tion of the government was “to carry out the wishes, interests, and 
desires of every class and section of the community.” As Hastie, one 
of the leading exponents of the Kantian philosophy, points out,^ this 
statement was in violent opposition to Kant’s ideas regarding the func- 
tions of government. Kant believed the wishes and desires of every 
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class and every section of the community could well be ignored. In 
preparing a new law, the government could well dispense with bother- 
ing about such details; it must consider rather “whether the law does or 
does not agree with a principle of right,’* ® and this can be known by 
abstract reasoning, without referring to the wishes of the populace. 
“If a public law be thus conformable to right, it is irreprehensible, and 
hence it will give the right to coerce.” * In other words, the government 
has a perfect right to make and enforce any law it pleases, as long as 
it is in accordance with eternal abstract right, even though it be vigor- 
ously opposed by ninety per cent of the population. With this proposi- 
tion of Kant’s the later authoritarians are heartily in approval. They 
merely add that surely the wise one or the wise few are in a better posi- 
tion to judge of what is and what is not in accord with the rational 
principles of abstract right than is a turbulent and stupid democracy. 

The third basic idea in Kant’s philosophy was the supremacy of the 
universal moral law over the wishes, caprices, and desires of the individual 
citizen. Closely associated with this idea was the notion that mankind 
should be more concerned with its duties than with its rights. To Kant 
the all-important thing was not what a nmn wOfnled to do, bji^Cwhat he 
outfit to do, what the moral code says he must do. All these notions 
are summed up in Kant’s phrase, that all human conduct must be regu- 
lated by the “ Categor ical Imperative.” Kant’s moralism made him 
violently opposed to the doctrine preached by the Epicureans in ancient 
times and by the Utilitarians in modern times, namely, that “goodness” 
is to be identified with happiness. According to Kant man’s animal 
wishes and desires tend to make him seek happiness or pleasure, to be 
sure, but true morality commands him to perform many acts which 
result in unhappiness; and in such cases man is obligated to abandon 
the search for pleasure and follow the commands of morality. 

It is interesting to observe that Kant made full use of his rationalism 
(his second basic idea) even in the field of morals. Many ethical phi- 
losophers taught that on all matters pertaining to morality man should 
be guided by his individual conscience, and by conscience they meant a 
moral feeling, or a moral sentiment, or a moral sense which is essentially 
non-rational in character. To Kant, .on the other hand, all moral 
codes, like all legal codes, must be based not on feeling but upon reason. 

T To hi rn the laws.. or ethics or rnorality must Te eternal, abstract, and 

priori, in no way derived from, or dependent upon, any experience 
;Or any sentiment. Ijijthe JKantaa^ the moral Jgnj^being 

the product of abstract reason, is uncondijdonally bi nding upon all 
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persons. It admits of no exceptions, and in appljang it no attention 
should be paid to the tastes or inclinations of the individual. The 
moral law is universal in that it is obligatory on all rational beings, 
irrespective of the personal peculiarities, the class, the sex, or even 
the race of the person concerned. 

The whole of the Kantian morality is based upon Kant’s theory of 
the “free moral will.” According to Kant, every man possesses 
r^ional_will at the very center of his b eing. This rational will is quite 
different from his impulses, ^is sensual appetites, his selfish desires. 
The rational will is a man’s real self, the very essence of his being. 
Kant was thoroughly convinced that this rational will in each man is 
fundamentally moral. Led on b y_his appetites, his desires, or his 
passion a mtfn^may and |requently does commit immoral acts, but 
inevitably he feels remorse because his rational will tells him that he ha^ 
acted contrary to the way he ought to have acted- Kant was also con- 
vinced that this moral will of each man is free. The very fact that we 
realize that we ought to do such and such means that we can do it, 
which in itself proves that we possess free will. The average man is 
frequently controlled by his appetites and passions, in fact is a slave to 
these appetites and passions, and hence is very far from being free. 
A man governed by the moral law, however, is free, because this moral 
law comes to us, not from outside (Kant will not admit that this moral 
law is dictated by an external deity), but from himself, from his own 
rational will, which is his own real self. 

Kant’s definition of freedom is of the very greatest significance 
because of its influence upon later philosophical and political -specu- 
lation. Most of the classical liberal philosophers had argued that 
freedom or liberty meant the ability of each man to do what he wanted 
or wished to do. These philosophers argued that a man should be 
“free” to follow his wants or his wishes, even though these wants and 
wishes were low and unworthy, as long as he did not interfere with the 
life, or liberty, or property of other persons. To Kant, on the other 
hand, a man doing merely what he wanted or wished was a slave, a 
slave to his lower nature ; he was free only wh en he was doi ng w hat uni- 
versal abstract reasqn told ough t to do, 

Kant himself, as we know, was far from being a thoroughgoing author- 
itarian, but the later authoritarians were destined to make full use 
of the Kantian philosophy and especially of Kant’s moralism to bolster 
up their own cause. These later authoritarians insisted that the 
liberals were low and immoral because they talked about men’s rights 
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while they themselves (the authoritarians) were worthy disciples of 
Kant inasmuch as they insisted upon men's duties. The liberals, 
they argued, talked about what men wanted to do, while they, follow- 
ing Kant, talked about what men ought and must do. The liberals, 
they argued, were concerned with the wishes, caprices, and desires of 
the individual citizens, while they, with Kant, emphasized the suprem- 
acy of the moral law. These later authoritarians differed from Kant 
on only one important point. Kant himself believed that the moral 
law was regulated and inspired by the individual rational will; the later 
authoritarians, on the other hand, insisted the moral law was regulated 
and inspired by universal reason as embodied in the all-powerful state. 

These later authoritarians were also able to make full use of Kant's 
numerous attacks upon the utilitarian doctrine that good government 
consists in seeking the greatest happiness of the greatest number of its 
citizens. Kant was as violently opposed to the happiness principle in 
the political as in the ethical field. According to Kant, a group of men, 
perhaps the majority of the citizens of the state, animated by selfish 
wishes and desires may well seek their own happiness, but the well- 
regulated state should certainly ignore these wishes and desires. Kant 
admitted the validity of the old adage that the welfare of the people 
should be the supreme guiding principle in running the state, “but by 
this is not to be understood the individual well-being and happiness of 
the citizens of the state. . . . The welfare of the state as its own highest 
good signifies that condition in which the greatest harmony is attained 
between the constitution and the principle of right.'* ^ If a law made 
by the state is in conformity with what the free moral wills of its citizens 
should wish, the law, according to the Kantian philosophy, is justifiable. 
“If . . . a people should agree to such a law, however unpleasant be its 
results in fact, it would be as such conformable to right.*'® 

Kant’s peculiar doctrine regarding the nature of freedom was also 
fated to prove an immense aid to the later authoritarians. Kant 
himself argued that as morality is based upon the dictates of the indi- 
vidual rational will, it cannot be enforced by any external authority, 
such as the state. Some of the later authoritarians, however, argued 
that though the state could not directly enforce morality, it could and 
should aid its citizens to be “free," that is, aid them to do the things 
which they ought to do. Kant had argued that if a man drinks or 
smokes or gambles to excess, he is not “free," as in such a case he is a 
slave to his lower nature. The later authoritarians, especially the 
English authoritarians, developed this line of thought still further and 
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argued that the state might “remove the obstacles to man’s freedom” 
by prohibiting the liquor traffic and suppressing all forms of betting. 
Under the guise of “aiding man to be free” there was no limit to the 
action which the state could take in interfering with the actions of the 
private individual. Some of the German authoritarians went even 
further in developing the implications of Kant’s theory of freedom. 
K ant had ar gued that a man is free only when he obeys the dictates of 
the rational wilL The later German authoritarians argued, as we shall 
see hereafter, that the dictates of the rational will are to be identified 
with the dictates of the state. Hence when the state forces the private 
citizen to follow its dictates (and suppress his own desires and wishes), 
it is only aiding these citizens to acquire true freedom. 

To the student of the etatist-authoritarian tradition, Kant is of 
major importance largely because of the influence which his general 
philosophical system had upon the later thoroughgoing etatists and 
authoritarians. It is certain that Kant himself was neither a thorough- 
going etatist nor a thoroughgoing authoritarian. Yet there are many 
aspects of the political theory developed by Kant himself which show 
that Kant had broken with the genuine individualism and democracy 
of the old liberal tradition and was slowly drifting towards the etatist- 
authoritarian position. 

Because of their emphasis upon individualism, many of the older 
liberal thinkers had regarded the state as a necessary evil. Kant 
was not at all of this mind. He argued that the state is. or at least 
c ^ positive good. The free moral will, he claimed, could only 

function effectively where men are protected by compulsory laws from 
' the evil acts of their comrades, and such a condition is found only in 
, V the state; hence the state, instead of being a necessary evil, should be 
regarded as a necessary good. In fact Kant held that the state is so 
necessary to the functioning of the free moral will that every mati has a 
moral obligation, dictated by the categorical imperative, to join the 
state, or to create a state if one is not already in existence. Surprisingly 
enough, in view of his love of “freedom,” Kant added the statement 
that a man or a group of men is morally justified in forcing other men 
to abandon their wild lawless freedom and enter the body politic, even 
if they do not wish to do so. 

Again and again Kant came back to the notion that all rights and all 
laws exist only abstractly and latently in the state of nature, that they 
can only become real and concrete when individual wills are fused into 
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the common will, which is the state. Locke and the older liberals be- 
lieved that private property and the right to own private property 
existed prior to the creation of the state. Kant modified this idea 
completely by claiming that the ownership of property in a state of 
nature is merely “provisory,** based upon physical control or occupa- 
tion, with a presumption of right. Real, lawful ownership of property, 
he held, is “possible only in a juridical or civil state of society, under 
the regulation of public legislative power.*’ 

Having argued that the state is necessary to the carrying out of the 
ideals of ethics and jurisprudence, Kant next proceeded to argue that 
the state should be all-powerful. Locke had claimed that when man 
formed the body politic he gave up to the state only a part of his innate 
/rights. Kant, however, agreed with Hobbes and with Rousseau that 
when men creath a state they give to it all their rights.^ As a result 
of this grant of power Kant held that the state has and must have 
supreme absolute authority. “The will of the people is naturally un- 
unified, and consequently it is lawless. Its unconditional submission 
under a sovereign will, uniting all particular wills by one law, is a fact 
which can originate in the institution of a supreme power, and thus is 
Public Right founded. Hence to allow a right of resistance to this 
sovereignty and to limit its power is a contradiction.” ^ 

Kant, following Montesquieu, divided the functions of the state 
into legislative, executive, and judicial. But whereas Montesquieu 
was anxious to protect the individual from absolute control by any one 
of these powers, Kant, in a burst of enthusiasm, declared “The will of 
the Legislator ... is to be regarded as ir repre hensible: the executive 
function of the Supreme Ruler is to be regarded as irr^istible; the 
i^dicial sentence of the Supreme Judge is to be regarded as irreversible.” ^ 
As a necessary deduction from this principle of the absolute supremacy 
|pf the state over the individual, Kant argued that the state had certain 
absolute and not merely relative rights over private property. To 
j.Locke, private property was an inalienable personal right, existing 
prior to and independent of the state. According to Locke, therefore, 
rthe state had no right to confiscate private property for any reason 
whatsoever. To Kant, as we have seen, real, as opposed to provisory, 
property rights came into being only with the state. Arguing from these 
premises Kant then jumped to the conclusion that “all such rights 
must be derived from the Sovereign [State] and overlord and para- 
mount superior of the soil, or, as it may be better put, the Supreme 
Proprietor of the Land.” 



Kant was far from advocating socialization of the land. He believed 
that to deprive men of the actual ownership of land would reduce them 
to the status of serfs and hence would be reprehensible. But man 
should remember that his right to private property is derived from 
the state by assignment and that the state retains the right to assess 
private proprietors, to demand taxes, special services and even forced 
loans. In like manner, the state has a right to interfere, if it so wishes, 
with private property by abolishing primogeniture and entail. In 
some cases, indeed, Kant would permit the outright confiscation of 
private property. In Kant’s time some of the ancient knightly orders, 
which had long ceased to fulfill any practical purpose, still possessed 
large hereditary estates. This was, and still is, true of several great 
ecclesiastical corporations. Kant argued that the estates were originally 
granted the knightly orders in return for military protection. In mod- 
ern times, when national armies have taken the place of the knightly 
orders as bulwarks of defense, these orders have lost their usefulness. 
Hence, Kant argued, the state has the right to abolish these orders and 
confiscate their property. ^‘In like manner, the Church Lands.,, 
may be reclaimed by the state without scruple if Public Opinion has 
ceased to impel the members to maintain Mass for the souls of the dead, 
prayers for the living, and a multitude of clergy to protect themselves 
from eternal fire.” Kant further argued that the state has the right 
to confiscate the property of such endowed institutions as charities, 
hospitals, schools, and universities, if and when they cease to perform 
functions compatible with the public will. ^ \ . 

Kant’s attitude towards all private corporations, whether temporal or 
ecclesiastical, shows very clearly his dislike of feudal ideas on the 
subject and his agreement with the defenders of ” benevolent despotism” 
with respect to the unitary state. During the Middle Ages the trade 
guilds, the city corporations, the ecclesiastical orders, the hierarchy of 
nobles were considered to have certain innate powers and privileges 
with which no state could rightfully interfere.’ It was the function of 
such thinkers as Bodin and Hobbes, with their doctrine of sovereignty, 
to stress the dependence of all such organizations upon the state as the 
source of all power. The great thinkers of the liberal tradition, men 
such as Locke and Montesquieu, were so imbued with their dislike of 
absolutism in government that they ignored the demand for state sov- 
ereignty over lesser corporations, and Montesquieu, at any rate, wel- 
comed the retention by the nobles and the burghers of their ancient 
rights as a bulwark against despotism. Kant, however, though more 
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or less of a liberal, agreed with the great defenders of despotism in 
claiming that the state should have absolute supremacy over all sub- 
ordinate groups within its territory. In fact the whole tenor of his 
political philosophy was to stress the immediate control of the state 
over every individual in the state and to look with suspicion upon 
every institution or group which served as an intermediary between 
the state and the individual. 

It was largely for this reason that he deplored the granting of any 
special privileges to an hereditary nobility, arguing that the members 
of such a nobility tend to form a special group with an inclination to free 
themselves from many of the obligations imposed by the state upon 
its subjects. Kant’s attitude towards the church was likewise based 
upon a desire to preserve the unity and supremacy of the state at all 
costs. Kant, to be sure, believed in religious toleration. He believed 
that the English of his time were unwise in excluding Catholics from 
political life. He thought it wrong for the state to try to force any 
religious dogma upon its citizens or upon any ecclesiastical organization, 
even upon an established church. Nevertheless, to him the field of the 
religious bodies was “the other world’’ and in all matters relating to 
this world the state should be supreme. “I'he state may throw off 
any burden . . . imposed upon it by the church at will.’’ Moreover, 
he claimed, the state has the right “of regulating the influence of these 
public teachers [i.e., priests and ministers] upon the visible political 
commonwealth, that it may not be prejudicial to the public peace and 
tranquillity.’’ Kant’s attitude towards all private corporations, 
whether temporal or ecclesiastical, is to be seen from his frank state- 
ment that they all should be subject to state inspection and control. 

In teaching the necessity, the supremacy, and the unity of the state 
Kant acted as the prophet of one very important phase of the absoluj.i^t 
philosophy- Most of the later absolutists w^ent further than this and 
defended not only etatism but also authoritarianism.. By this is meant 
that they were essentially undemocratic and believed that control 
over the state should rest, not with the broad mass of the citizens, but 
rather with a ruling group, sometimes a monarch, sometimes an aris- 
tocracy, sometimes a party. At first sight it would appear absurd to 
accuse Kant of being the spiritual father of the later dictatorships. 
He definitely favore4 a constitutional monarchy over a despotism. 
From his views on hereditary aristocracy, it is obvious that he was 
opposed to a House of Lords. Theoretically at least he favored placing 
legislative power in a representative assembly^ elected on a fairly broad 
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s^|i^e basis.^* All these ideas were ** democratic ’’ and as such were 
contrary to the principles of authoritarianism in government. Never 
theless Kant enunciated several other political doctrines which con 
tained, in a germinal form, many of the authoritarian theories which 
were later enlarged and developed by the outspoken opponents ol 
democracy. 

Xhe first of these doctrines was Kant's denial that the state is, or 
necessarily should be, based upon the consent of the governed. During 
tfie seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, as we know, the theory that 
government should rest upon the consent of the governed was inti- 
mately associated with the theory of the social contract, the notion 
that a state comes into being by the voluntary compact of all its future 
citizens. Kant was a great admirer of Rousseau and he accepted many 
of Rousseau’s ideas. With Rousseau, he admitted that the true state 
should best be regarded as represendng‘We~gener7iT~^l^^ whole 
people. But Kant’s historical sense forbade him to accept the notion 
that any historical state had actually originated as the result ol a social 
contract. This led to several important consequences. The advocates 
of the social contract theory claimed that any government which did 
not derive its power from the people was ipso facto illegal. Kant vigor- 
ously attacked this doctrine. He insisted that “it is vain to inquire 
into the historical origin of the political mechanism,” but he was 
inclined to think with Boclin that the state probably originated with 
conquest or force. “It may be inferred from the nature of uncivilized 
men that they must have started from a state of violence.” 

The state, to Kant, did not originate with the free consent of the 
governed. Nor could it be claimed, he argued, that in modern times the 
consent of the governed is necessary to make a state just or legal. “ It^ 
is a duty to obey the law of the existing legislative power, be its origin 
j^Lhat it may.” And again, “The people in order to be able to adjudi- 
cate with a title of right regarding the supreme power of the state . . . 
cannot judge otherwise than as the present head of the state wills.” 

As a final slap at those who hold to the consent theory, Kant added, 
/“The Supreme Power in the state has only rights and no [compulsory] 
(duties towards the subject.” 

Some political philosophers had claimed that even though the powers 
of the government were not derived historically or legally from the 
consent of the governed, nevertheless the people had a right to rebel 
against any government which proved itself hopelessly unjust or tyran- 
nical. To Kant this doctrine was anathema. Unlike nearly all the 
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great thinkers of the true liberal* tradition, who made the ‘‘right of 
rebellion” an integral part of their system, Kant argued that active * 
resistance to the de facto government was always wrong. 

f 

Resistance on the part of the people to the supreme legislative power of the 

state is in no case legitimate There is no right of sedition and still less 

of rebellion belonging to the people. Least of all, when the supreme power 
is embodied in an individual monarch is there any justification, under the 
pretext of his abuse of power, for seizing his person or taking away his life. . . . 

I It is the duty of the people to bear any abuse of the supreme power, even 
though it should be considered unbearable.^^ 

Kant’s attack upon the “consent” theory of government and his 
refusal to allow rebellion or even resistance for any reason whatsoever 
were important steps in the direction of authoritarianism. Equally 
important, in fact in view of later developments, even more important, 
was his theory that the general will, the supreme legislative organ of 
the state, might be embodied in and represented by a single individual. 
“The united will of the people ... is the sovereign, but the idea still re- 
quires physical embodiment in a person, who may exhibit the supreme 
power of the state and bring the idea actively to bear upon the popular 
will.” 

Theoretically and ideally, the general will of the citizens is the 
supreme power in the state, but this, to Kant, did not necessarily mean 
democratic rulership. A single man or a group of men may be able to 
represent the general will quite as well as a popularly elected assembly. 
To put the matter more concretely, the supreme ruler of the country, 
according to Kant, should always legislate for the benefit of the com- 
munity as a whole and never for the benefit of any special group within 
the community, for this is the only way in which his legislation may be 
said to be in conformity with the general will. But if aimed at the 
general welfare, any piece of legislation issued by an absolute monarch 
is morally and juridically right, even though it be contrary to the pre- 
vailing wishes of tlie majority of the population. Or as Kant himself 
put it, 

[The idea of the general will] is merely an idea of reason, but it had un- 
doubtedly a practical reality. For it ought to bind every legislator by the 
condition that he shall enact such laws as might have arisen from the united 
will of the whole people. . . . This is the test of the rightfulness of every 
public law. If the law be of such a nature that it is impossible that the whole 

people could give their assent to it, it is not a just law But if it be merely 

possible that a people could consent to a law, it is a duty to regard it as just, 
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even supposing that the people were at the moment in such a position or 
mood that if it were referred to them, their consent would probably be 
refused.^* 

Here we find a clear exposition of the doctrine, so dear to the later 
authoritarians, that an absolute monarch or a dictator acting contrary 
to the known wishes of the majority of his subjects could still claim to 
be representing and carrying out the general will. 

Before bidding Kant farewell, it is necessary to examine one further 
phase of his philosophy, a phase which was destined to play an important 
role in later political philosophy, namely, Kant’s belief in the law of 
progress, sometimes known as the law of development or the law of 
rational evolution. 

As we have seen, Bodin, in the sixteenth century, was the first thinker 
in modern times to enunciate the view that human history is the history 
of progress rather than the history of degeneration. Though this doc- 
trine had little apparent effect upon Bodin’s contemporaries, it was re- 
vived and re-emphasized in the eighteenth century by the French 
writers, Turgot and Condorcet. But it was Kant (in his Natural Prin- 
ciples of Political Order) who gave the principle definite and rational 
expression, and it was Kant who first attempted to make of the theory 
of progress an important cornerstone in the edifice of political science. 

This law of progress or development, with suitable transformations, 
played a major role in the political speculations of the great German 
thinkers, Fichte and Schelling. More important still, it became the 
basic principle of Hegel’s political system, and through Hegel’s influence 
this doctrine dominated all the later etatist-authoritarian thinkers. 
Last but not least, this doctrine, with still farther transformations 
(whereby the law of progress became dialectic materialism), became the 
cornerstone of the political theory of Karl IVIarx and pi the later Marxian^ 
socialists and communists. i ill U y 

Kant’s theory of progress has frequently been compared with Dar- 
win’s theory of evolution. Both presuppose a gradual development 
from a lower, simpler order ICLa Jiigher^ more complex prder^ There is, 
of course, the important difference that Darwin concerned himself 
primarily with organic evolution, the transformation of one species 
into another, while Kant was primarily concerned with developments 
|nsi ^ the^ human species. But this difference is relatively unimportant, 
since Darwinism can be and frequently is applied to man’s development 
since he became man and the Kantian law of progress could be and later 



152. 


IDEALISM AND ABSOLUTISM 


was used to include the whole problem of organic evolution. Kant 
himself seems to foreshadow this development of his theory, for though 
he generally assumed that species are stable, once or twice he hinted 
rather vaguely that mankind developed or evolved from anthropoid 
apes. 

Nevertheless, between Kant and Darwin there was a fundamental 
difference. Darwinian evolution was based upon the idea of the sur- 
vival of the fittest; Kant s law of progress presupposed the survival of 
the best. In Darwin’s system we see ap overcrowded world in which 
those individuals which happen, by chance, to be the best adapted to 
their environment survive while the others perish. From the idealistic 
and moral point of view, those who survive may well be worse than those 
who perish. In the Kantian system, Nature (in this case another name 
for Providence) superintends the law of evolution and sees to it that 
there is a slow, steady development from inferior to superior groups. 
In this development there is no blind chance, no permanent survival 
of inferior types. At an early stage of development many horrible 
unethical traits may be revealed, but under Nature’s powerful hands 
these trails are gradually eradicated; nobler and higher traits appear, 
at first in embryo and then fully developed. 

Kant’s main purpose was to show the workings of the law of progress 
within the human race. He tried to show how the law of progress 
makes possible a philosophy of history. 

When the play of the freedom of the human will is examined on the great 
scale of human history, a regular march will be divseovered in its movements . . . 
and in this way what appears to be tangled and unregulated in the case of 
individuals will be recognized in the history of the whole species as a con- 
tinually advancing though slow develoi)ment of its original capacities and 
endowments. . . . Individual men, and even whole nations, little think while 
they are pursuing their own purposes, each in his own way and often in 
direct opposition to one another, that they are advancing unconsciously under 
the guidance of a purpose of Nature which is unknown to them, and that they 
are toiling for the realization of an end, which if it were even known to them 
might be regarded as of little importance.^^ 

Kant firmly believed that all the higher capacities, such as reason 
“implanted in a creature by Nature, are destined to unfold themselves 
completely and conformably to their end, in the course of time.’’ But 
he went even further than this in his optimism. He believed that 
even the evil traits serve unconsciously to drive men to certain actions 
which ultimately prove beneficial. Thus, for example, selfish motives 
are bad, but ultimately they lead to good results. These selfish motives 
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impel a man to strive after honor or power or wealth. This seems bad, 
but in this way ** the first steps are taken from the rudene^ of barbarism 
to the cu ltu re of ciyiliza tio n.** 26 Without these selfish motives ^^en 
might have led an Arcadian shepherd life in complete harmony and 
mutual love, but in that case all their talents ^ould have remained 

forever hidden in the germ Thanks be to Nature for this . . . envious 

jealousy and vanity, for this insatiable desire of possession.” 

Armed with this law of progress, Kant proceeded to sketch the his- 
torical development of social and political institutions in the past and 
then to prophesy regarding their probable further development in the 
future. 

In his view of primitive man, of man in the pre-political state, Kant 
came far closer to Hobbes than to his beloved Rousseau. Kant in- 
sisted that even the savage had latent within him the faculty of reason 
and, along with reason, a certain moral sense. But as long as he re- 
mained in a savage state man was dominated, not by his reason or his 
moral sense, but by his desires and passions, his animal instincts. The 
dominant instincts were those for sdf- preservation and sexual desire, 
but he was also motivated by a desire for material possessions, a desire 
for glory, and a desire to dominate other persons. Yet mixed in with 
these purely selfish desires there was also a desire for company, for 
purely social intercourse with his fellow man. 

Primitive society, according to Kant, was dominated by the “unsocial 
sociability” of mankind. Primitive man could not get on with his 
fellow man, and yet he could not get on without him. One instinct 
drove him to associate with others of his ilk, another forced him to try 
to dominate all other men with whom he came into contact. The result 
was antagonism, conflict, or at least keen competition between man 
and man. With Kant, as with Hobbes, the state of nature was a state 
of war. But this war, though horrible in itself, had good results. It 
forced man to develop the reasoning powers latent within him. As a 
result of competition and emulation, the arts, the crafts, the sciences 
gradually came into being. Last but not least, man eventually saw 
that even from his own selfish point of view, the state of nature was so 
horrible that he willingly sacrificed his own lawless liberty and volun- 
tarily submitted to the political state in which all men are subject to 
uniform laws. “Universal violence and the evils arising from it at last 
force a people of necessity to resolve to subject themselves to the con- 
straints of public law, which is the very means which reason itself pre- 
scribes, and thus enter a civil or political constitution.” 2^ 
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^he creation of a strong state, one capable of repressing lawless and 
immoral acts, was thus seen to mark an important and necessary phase 
in man's progress upward from a condition of savagery to a life domi- 
nated by reason and moral law. But Kant, unlike some of the later 
absolutists, did not stop there. To him, the formation of a large number 
of separate states, the present situation in the political world, was only 
a halfway stage. Eventually, for the rational and moral capacities of 
man to be fully developed, all these separate states must be amalga- 
mated into a really powerful league of nations, capable of securing 
and maintaining eternal peace. 

According to the Kantian philosophy, on forming a political state, 
man leaves the natural condition of war with his fellow man and sub- 
mits himself to the reign of law. But the individual states themselves 
are still in a state of nature." States are frequently involved in foolish 
and unnecessary wars with one another. Most states are perpetually 
trying to secure influence or control over all other states, with the result 
that the lives and property of the citizens of all states suffer. But Kant 
believed that just as the mutual antagonism of man eventually brought 
about the creation of the state, so must the mutual antagonism of states 
at last bring about the f ederation of the world. It i s not man’s good 
equalities which will bring about this desirabfe^ result, but rather jhis bad 

qualities. 

' — 

Nature . . . works through wars, through the strain of never relaxed prepa- 
ration for them, and through the necessity which every state feels within 
itself, even in the midst of peace, to begin some imperfect efforts to carry out 
her purpose. At last after many devastations, overthrows, and even com- 
plete internal exhaustion of their powers, the nations are driven forward to 
the goal which reason might well have impressed upon them, even without 
so much sad experience. This is none other than the advance out of the 
lawless state of savages and the entering into a federation of nations. It is 
thus brought about that every state, even the smallest, may rely for its 
safety and its rights, not on its own power or its judgment of right, but only 
on the great international federation, on its combined power and on the 
decision of the common will according to law.^* 

T. H. GREEN 

Kant and his followers, men such as Fichte and Hegel, the founders 
of the German idealist school, had an enormous influence over political 
and social thought during the early part of the nineteenth century, 
not only in Germany but also in most other countries in continental 
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Europe. In England, however, this influence was very little felt during 
the first three quarters of the nineteenth century. A few writers, such 
as De Quincey and Coleridge, did their best to popularize Kant and 
Kantian ideas with the English public, tut they met with little success. 
The English public was willing to read De Quincey ’s lighter essays or his 
Confessions of an Opium Eater \ it was willing to read Coleridge's Knhla 
Khan or the Ancient Mariner, but it evinced slight interest when either 
writer commenced to lecture upon the glories of German philosophy. 

Even in the English universities German philosophy was almost 
ignored. Philosophy at both Oxford and Cambridge consisted largely 
in reading Plato and Aristotle. One bold spirit admitted that there 
had been some speculation since Aristotle; another daring soul made 
reference to Locke, to Hume, or even to J. S. Mill; but German philo- 
sophical works were seldom read and almost never cited. 

Shortly after 1870 a great change took place. Oxford, the lover of 
tradition, decided that Kant and Hegel had been dead long enough for 
them to be respectable. Oxford ^*dons" turned idly to peruse the 
pages of Kant and the German idealists and suddenly became con- 
verted. They came to scoff and remained to pray. The chief figure 
in the conversion of Oxford to German philosophy was Thomas Hill 
Green (1836 T882). At first he was a voice calling in the wilderness, 
but before long the influence of Green and Green’s ideas became so 
strong that almost every Oxford fellow or professor who lectured on 
metaphysical or political philosophy was found to have absorbed many 
of the ideas current in Germany half a century previously. An Oxford 
school of philosophy, essentially an Oxford adaptation of German 
idealism, arose, and as Oxford men imbued with this system were given 
posts elsewhere, the Oxford school spread all over England and greatly 
influenced political thought in every corner of the land. 

The list of men who formed part of the Oxford school is a long and 
important one. During the latter part of the nineteenth century the 
outstanding exponents, in addition to Green himself, were D. G. Ritchie, 
F. H. Bradley, B. Bosanquet.^® The twentieth century saw the school 
increase rather than decrease in importance. The two leading writers 
on political philosophy at the present time, A. D. Lindsay and Ernest 
Barker, are both adherents of this school. Because of the stream of 
Rhodes scholars who constantly pass through Oxford, the idealist school 
of political thought has also had a marked effect upon modern American 
speculation in this field. 

While many of the later members of the Oxford school departed 
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r^idically from Green in regard to details, almost all of them used Green's 
system as a starting point for their own speculations; hence it is through 
Green that we can best approach the whole school. 

The life of Green, like that of most university professors, was dis- 
tinctly dull. His immediate ancestry was undistinguished, but he 
claimed to be descended in a collateral line from Cromwell. This fact 
seems to have been of some importance in Green’s life, for though his 
father was an Anglican clergyman, and Green himself always remained 
a member of the established church, he was always deeply sympathetic 
with the Puritans and Independents of former times (Cromwell, it will 
be remembered was an “Independent”) and this caused him to feel 
many close bonds with the nonconformists of his own generation. 

Green was educated at Rugby and at Balliol College, Oxford. As a 
youth he showed himself to be a sound but not an especially brilliant 
student, and he might have found it difficult to get an academic post 
had it not been for his friend and patron Jowett, the translator of Plato 
and a notable figure at Oxford during his generation. Through Jowett’s 
influence. Green Secured a lectureship at Balliol and later became a 
tutor and fellow at this college. Even so, he remained little recognized 
by the world at large for many years. Feeling dissatisfied with his 
progress at Oxford he stood unsuccessfully for a profcvssorship at St. 
Andrews University, and only the fear of another failure prevented his 
standing for a similar post at Manchester University. As time went 
on, however, his influence in Oxford became ever greater, and eventually 
he was elected to the Oxford Professorship in Moral Philosophy. 

In addition to his academic work. Green dabbled in a number of 
other things. He toyed with politics and spoke at a large number of 
political meetings. He was never elected to Parliament but did manage 
to become a member of the Oxford City Council. He interested himself 
in problems affecting national education, became a member of the 
Oxford School Board, and was appointed an assistant commissioner 
to a Royal Commission on Secondary Education. He worked himsell 
into a frenzy over the liquor problem (largely because his brother was a 
dipsomaniac), joined the United Kingdom Temperance Alliance, and 
constantly preached in favor of legislation cutting down or abolishing 
the traffic in “the demon rum.” Not content with preaching, he 
opened up a model “coffee shop” in Oxford in the hope of luring the 
inhabitants away from places where liquor was served. 

In order to understand Green’s doctrines we must remember that he 
was violently opposed to the traditional English school of philosophy. 
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the inductive, empirical school represented by such outstanding thinkers 
as Locke, Hume, and John Stuart Mill. He looked with a jaundiced 
eye at the biological philosophy of his great English contemporaries, 
Darwin, Huxley, and Spencer. Though he was careful never specifi- 
cally to deny physical evolution, he was determined that Darwinism 
should never influence ethics, jurisprudence, or politics. At the close 
of the nineteenth century most serious thinkers outside Oxford agreed 
‘‘to regard human life as essentially part of the larger whole of animal 
life, and as something of which the goodness and badness is to be esti- 
mated on principles applicable — at least in some degree — to this 
larger whole.” Green strenuously opposed this view. To him animals 
were “merely sentient”; human morality was a thing apart, being de- 
termined by God-given self-consciousness and abstract reason, which 
no animal did or could possess. 

Considering Green’s later philosophy, it is significant that as a student 
reading poetry, with the whole world of literature open to him, he con- 
sidered Wordsworth’s rather prosaic Ode to Duty as the “high water 
mark of modern poetry” and that as an undergraduate he wrote that 
“a tendency to form societies and the reverence for supernatural 
beings” afford the twofold evidence of the higher nature of man. 

In its developed form, Green’s philosophy is seen to be invSpired by 
three quite different sources. One was the German idealist school 
represented by Kant, Fichte, and Hegel. On several points, especially 
in the purely metaphysical field. Green adopted the Fichtean and 
Hegelian developments of Kant rather than pure Kantianism itself. 
Nevertheless in the ethical and political field it was Kant rather than 
Fichte or Hegel who rentained Green’s chief inspiration, and hence we 
must group Green with Kant and the other semi-etatists rather than 
with the thoroughgoing etatists such as Hegel. 

The second source of Green’s political philosophy was the Greek 
tradition, especially as represented in the writings of Plato and Aristotle. 
Being brought up in Oxford at a time when “education” meant in large 
measure reading Plato’s Republic and Aristotle’s Ethics^ Green’s use of 
these sources is not surprising. Green, being what he was, ignored or 
rejected Plato’s defense of communism in women and in properly and 
Aristotle’s defense of slavery. He took from these thinkers only what 
he wanted to take. He took the doctrine that ethics and politics are 
one and the same thing but approached from different points of view, 
that the true state is a “partnership in a life of virtue.” This phase 
of Greek thought had also been adopted by Kant, but Green, unlike 



158 IDEALISM AND ABSOLUTISM 

Kant, accepted the other fundamental Greek postulate that man by 
his very nature is a social and political animal, that the state is not an 
artificial creation but a natural growth, that the state is as natural and 
as important as the individual. 

The third, and in some ways the most important, source of Green's 
political thought was the nonconformists' attitude towards the problems 
of life. We have seen that Green was very proud of his descent from 
Cromwell, the great leader of the ecclesiastical independents. He was 
always fascinated by the ideas underlying the English Civil War and 
delivered a special series of lectures on the subject. He openly avowed 
his admiration for such men as Vane, Milton, and Lilburne. Even more 
to the point, he felt deep sympathy with the feelings and aspirations of 
the dissenting nonconformist bodies of his own day. 

From the nonconformists. Green took his love for the two words 
'^freedom" and “morality." The nonconformists called their churches 
“The Free Churches" as a partial indication that freedom was the most 
important thing in spiritual and also in political life. The state, since 
the restoration of 1660 , had never been kind to the nonconformists. 
Sometimes the state actively persecuted them; sometimes it merely 
subjected them to petty but annoying handicaps. As a result the non- 
conformists looked with unfriendly eyes at the power of the state 
and at every attempt of the state to interfere with the private life of the 
individual. 

At the same time, the nonconformists laid fierce emphasis upon 
morality. They were the descendants of the Puritans and had inherited 
the Puritan attitude towards the fripperies of life. The Anglican Church 
permitted card-playing, dancing, horse-racing, the theater. The non- 
conformists felt that none of these things were compatible with a moral 
life. Bishops and archbishops of the established church may and fre- 
quently do serve wine with their meals, but the modern nonconformists 
(in this respect unlike their Puritan ancestors) tend to regard the con- 
sumption of liquor in any form as immoral. 

Many nonconformists, in keeping with their reverence for freedom, 
believe that morality and immorality, though of vital concern, should 
not come within the jurisdiction of the state. Many of the Free Church- 
men, however, became convinced that it was the duty of the state to 
put down public vice. They demanded the legal prohibition of horse- 
racing, gambling, the liquor traffic. 

Green's political philosophy marked an important epoch in the de- 
velopment of this line of thought. As deeply concerned with morality 
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as the most fanatical nonconformist, he was convinced that the state 
should abolish institutions and conditions which lead to immorality. 
At the same time he was enamoured of the word freedom, and his whole 
system is really a study of how to combine theoretical freedom with 
state repression of immoral acts. As might be imagined, he reaches 
the conclusion that the word freedom must be reinterpreted. Freedom 
for Green does not mean “doing what one likes,*’ it is rather “a positive 
power of doing and enjoying something worth doing or enjoying.” 
Liberty shall be liberty not for the animal wishes and desires, but for 
the good will.” The state may not force a man to be moral, but it 
may do away with the conditions which tempt men to be immoral. 

The latent political philosophy which the nonconformists had been 
vainly struggling to put into words for two centuries at length found 
expression In the writings of a member of the established church. 
Even many of the specific reforms which the nonconformists favored 
received the aid of Green’s eloquent preaching and writing. Careen 
joined with the nonconformists in urging some form of prohibition. 
Many, though not all, of the Anglicans were prepared to regard Negro 
slavery as a matter of little moral consequence. The nonconformists on 
the other hand (few of whom had ever owned slaves) found that slavery 
was iniquitous in the eyes of God. Green agreed with the nonconform- 
ists in this regard and told his contemporaries in England how wicked 
they were to side with the South instead of the North at the time of 
the Civil War. 

Even in regard to his views on property, Green sympathized with the 
nonconformists. The great landowning aristocracy in England were 
members of the established church almost to a man. The leading 
spokesmen of this established church thought of the private ownership 
of land as something sacred and they defended ihe system whereby 
some persons owned thousands of acres, while thousands of other 
persons owned no land at all. They deprecated attacks upon primo- 
geniture and entail, as such attacks tended to disturb the existing social 
system. 

The nonconformist bodies, on the other hand, were chiefly recruited 
from the lower middle classes. Whereas the lord of the manor and 
his tenant farmers were members of the state church, the butcher, 
the baker, the candlestick maker — and the corner grocery man were 
nonconformists. More to the point, the vast majority of the new in- 
dustrialists, the men who had taken advantage of the industrial revo- 
lution and made their fortunes in commerce and manufacturing, were 
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also nonconformists. In fact these new industrialists were, for the 
most part, merely a group of the old butchers and bakers grown pros- 
perous. 

The members of these groups were for the most part landless. Their 
shops, th^ir factories, even their homes were generally on land leased, 
not bought, from one or other of the great landowners. Even when he 
grew wealthy, the nonconformist merchant found it difficult to buy 
landed property and set himself up as a “gentleman.** As a result he 
tended to think of the uncontrolled ownership of land as something 
iniquitous, as at least based upon an unjust principle. On the other 
hand property in the sense of capital, as money which was made by 
buying and selling, was good. 

Green’s ideas on property coincided completely with the nonconformist 
notions as here set forth. Green defended the principle of private 
property, as far as capital was concerned. Vast differences in wealth 
and poverty were also defended as being perfectly compatible with, 
in fact conducive to, morality. Ownership of land, however, was said 
to be a very different matter. Though not iniquitous in itself it might 
well lead to iniquity. The state, therefore, should exercise a very strict 
control over the rights associated with the ownership of land. The 
state, moreover, might do well to break up the great estates and create 
a class of small proprietors tilling their own land. 

Green received an enormous stimulus from the nonconformist think- 
ers. At the same time, he and his disciples exerted an immense trans- 
forming influence upon the nonconformist thought. Largely for his- 
toric reasons the nonconformists regarded the state with suspicion and 
were thoroughgoing advocates of laissez faire. It was Green who 
showed them that the logical deduction from their own principles was 
etatism. 

After this exposition of the various influences which led to the devel- 
opment of Green’s philosophy we may now turn to a brief examination 
of the philosophical system in its finivshed form. As to the purely meta- 
physical phases of Green's philosophy, we need say only a word. With 
Kant, Green deprecated the purely empirical, inductive approach to 
the problem of reality and argued that the ultimate truth could only 
be known by the use of pure reason with occasional flashes of intuition. 
Green, moreover, largely as the result of the arguments used by Fichte 
and Hegel, was prepared to go far beyond Kant in accepting the find- 
ings of intuition and reason regarding the fundamental realities. Kant 



believed that there were certain limits which pure reason could not 
transcend. Though pure reason could teach us many things, it could 
not tell us the true nature of the immortal soul, of the objective uni- 
verse, of God. 

Green, following, though modifying, Fichte and Hegel, taught that 
Kant had been too skeptical in these matters. Starting from the im- 
mediate data of consciousness he argued that these data are intelligible 
only if we presuppose a permanent self — a philosophic counterpart of 
the theological ‘'soul.'* From the content of the individual conscious- 
ness Green argued that the object of the consciousness must be of the 
same spiritual nature as the mind itself. Hence the cosmos, the real 
universe around us, must be spiritual, a world of ideas, not of material 
things. This intelligible world in turn implies “a Creator who is a 
self-conscious intelligence, in the same sense that I am a self-conscious 
intelligence. In Him the idea of the human spirit is completely real- 
ized.'’ 

Though Green discarded many of the elaborate details of the Hegelian 
philosophical system he claimed that he took the “vital truth that Hegel 
had to teach . . . that there is one spiritual self-conscious being of which 
all that is real is the activity or expression; that we are related to that 
being ... as partakers in some inchoate measure of the self-consciousness 
through which it at once constitutes and distinguishes itself from the 
world.’’ 

The effect of such views upon ethical and political issues is obvious. 
As the true permanent self of each man is a reproduction of the Divine 
Spirit, the true self of each man is fundamentally good and needs only 
favorable conditions to develop and express this goodness spontaneously. 
As we shall later see, Green insisted that the chief function of the state 
is to create, by force if necessary, the requisite favorable conditions. 

Equally important is the notion that all persons are the reproductions 
of the same divine spirit. Hence each man is able to concede the good 
of others as being also a personal good. In Green’s view, a man is not 
an eternally separate atom, he is a part of a spiritual whole which in- 
cludes all other human beings. Hence we are not surprised that he 
rejected all personal, individual rights in^ favor of group rights, and 
among group rights, the rights of society and the state become paramount. 

Green agreed with Kant in basing the whole of his practical philosophy 
on the “free moral will.’’ To Green the true personality of each man 
is his will. The will is not a separate faculty, coordinate with the other 
faculties; it is the man himself and is to be carefully distinguished from 
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the animal desires and passions. The will is fundamentally moral, 
for it wishes its own well-being, and reason tells us, if we pause to reflect, 
that the true well-being of each will is only to be found in the *‘good life.'' 
Green, departing from Kant, taught that each will seeks above all things 
“self-satisfaction,” but each will is truly satisfied only when it leads to 
and accomplishes moral actions. Self-satisfaction is not the same as 
pleasure. Many times a man can only feel truly satisfied when he per- 
forms actions which have seemingly unpleasant consequences. More- 
over, the will which pursues the ideal of its own betterment necessarily 
aims at the betterment of the society of which each individual is a 
member. 

The will, in Green's philosophy, is free because the moral code im- 
posed upon the will is, and must be, self-imposed. True freedom, says 
Green, is not freedom to do as one likes, but is freedom from obstacles, 
so that a man can pursue those objects which the good will presents to 
itself. In other words freedom is the liberation of all the powers of men 
for the social good. The freedom of each man to follow a self-imposed 
moral code is only possible, according to Green, because the moral will 
of each person is but a reflection of the Divine Will and hence tends 
to develop the same type of ethical ideal. By a curious use of words, 
Green calls his “freedom to do the right thing” positive freedom, to 
distinguish it from the old liberal “freedom to do as one pleases,” which 
he calls negative freedom. 

Following Kant, Green proceeds to deduce from the free moral will 
the necessary content of ethics, natural jurisprudence, and politics. 

Green agrees with Kant that ethics is essentially a study of motives^ 
the motives which underlie human action. An action is good or bad 
morally because of the motives which stimulate such action. As 
external laws can deal only with acts and not with motives; as a good 
act is morally good only when it is done from a sense of duty, it is im- 
possible for external organizations, such as the state, to bring about 
morality by force. But it is the function of the state “to maintain 
conditions of life in which morality is possible . . by the removal of 
obstacles to moral life. 

Green disagrees with Kant on one major point with regard to ethics. 
Kant argued that ethics should ignore the effects 'of actions. An action 
to him could be morally good even though its effects were disastrous. 
To his way of thinking men should always tell the truth (truth being 
good in itself) even though telling the truth might, in certain instances, 
result in murder being performed. Green, on the other hand, believes 
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that in making up our minds whether our actions are good or bad the 
effect of our actions should always be considered. An action is good if 
it results in the improvement of the individual and especially if it results 
in the improvement of the group of which the individual foims a part. 
“It is a falsely abstract view of virtue to take no account of the end in 
pursuit of which the self is devoted.” Ethics to Green should not 
be abstract or individual — it must be concrete and social. The good 
will in other words is “ the will of the good workingman, the good father, 
the good citizen.” Moral life is only possible in a soeiety in which 
man seeks the betterment not only of himself but also of society as a 
whole. 

There is a great cleavage between Kant and Green regarding another 
fundamental ethical problem. Though Kaqt defended the theory of 
progress or evolution his ethics were essentially static. His categorical 
imperative was supposedly valid for all times and places. His moral 
code was equally applicable to the primitive savage and the citizen of 
the civilized state. Green, on the other hand, believes that ethics itself 
is evolutionary. “ Goodness, ” to be sure, is in one sense always the same 
in that it means working for the betterment of oneself and of the group 
to which one belongs, but in another sense “goodness” must mean 
different things at different times, inasmuch as man slowly develops a 
deeper and richer sense of what the betterment of himself and the 
community implies. 

In a primitive stage “goodness” consists only in a man working for 
the physical well-being of his family or his tribe. As time goes on and 
man’s intelligence develops, the content of “goodness” develops, and 
man realizes that he must strive for certain spiritual qualities in himself 
and in his fellow tribesmen. “An interest has arisen over and above 
that in keeping the members of a family alive, in rendering them persons 
of a certain kind, in forming in them certain qualities.” 

As civilization progresses and society becomes more complex, the con- 
tent of the moral code must also be transformed. The development of 
new institutions, of new types of human relations necessarily means that 
a man to be “good ” must be motivated by certain ideals and must strive 
for certain effects which would be completely unintelligible to persons 
still living in a state of savagery. 

Of great importance is the fact that Green insists that the “moral 
sense” of the community in which a man lives has a great deal to do 
With the development or evolution of individual morality. Kant had 
argued that the true moral code is universal and abstract; that it could 
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be known and should be observed by every human being irrespective 
of his time, his place, or his racial and national background. Green, on 
the other hand, stresses the idea that each community, at a certain stage 
in its evolution, develops its own standard of morality and that this 
particularized standard necessarily affects the moral outlook of all its 
citizens. 

According to this view, the individual citizen is and should be more 
influenced by the moral code which has gained acceptance in his own 
community than by a purely abstract code which is timeless and space- 
less. With Green we witness a departure from belief in absolute ethics 
and the beginning of belief in relative ethics. According to Green, a 
Chinese in obedience to the Chinese code of morality would rightly 
regard a certain action as perfectly moral; while an Englishman, be- 
cause of his English background, would rightfully regard this same 
action as essentially immoral. In other words, according to Green’s 
philosophy, it is for the community and not for the isolated individual 
conscience or the isolated individual reason to declare what acts should 
and what acts should not be committed. This doctrine, in a somewhat 
more developed form, was destined to play a very important role in 
later etalist speculation. 

From ethics Green passes to ‘'natural jurisprudence.” It is inter- 
esting to find Green placing great emphasis upon natural jurisprudence. 
His views on this subject form far and away the most important element 
in his political philosophy. Under the savage attacks of Bentham and 
his fellow utilitarians upon the old doctrines of natural law and natural 
rights, belief in these ideas had slowly but surely dwindled in nineteenth 
century England. Natural law and natural rights were cpiisidcred un- 
historical and unscientific, and to the average educated Englishman it 
seemed absurd to believe that these doctrines could ever again form 
part of a serious political philosophy. 

Yet lo and behold. Green and his disciples, the leaders of the Oxford 
school of philosophy, resurrected these ancient shibboleths and based 
their whole political philosophy upon them. To be sure, the natural 
law and the natural rights of Green were very different from the natural 
law and natural rights of Locke and the older liberals. In Locke’s 
system man lived prior to the social contract in a non-political state 
and as an isolated individual. As an isolated individual he possessed 
certain inherent rights, and in his contacts with other isolated individuals 
he was guided by certain rational principles which we can call natural 
law. 



Green denied the historicity of the social contract. He went even 
further and denied that man had ever lived in a pre-political state. 
According to Green, man has never lived as an isolated individual. 
Agreeing wholeheartedly with Plato and Aristotle that man is a social 
and political creature, Green argued that prior to the rise of modern 
states man was already bound by certain social and political ties, that 
even savages are members of a clan or tribal organization which is 
essentially political in nature. At no time did man as an isolated in- 
dividual posscvss inherent rights. In primitive times what rights he 
possessed were derived from his position in a family, a clan, or a tribe. 
In his contact with other men, he was guided not by rational or natural 
law but by the customary law which in some form or other is in vogue 
amongst all primitive communities. 

But though Green denied the social contract, pre political natural 
rights, and pre-political natural laws, he proclaimed that in another sense 
there really is natural law and that there really are natural rights. 
Natural law is the law which man as a moral personality sJioiM obey 
whether or not the particular state in which he lives enforces it or not. 
Better still, natural law is that law which reason tells us should be 
promulgated and enforced by the state whatever its actual statutory 
law may be. Natural rights are the rights the state should grant to 
each of its citizens in order that these citizens may best work for their 
own moral betterment, irrespective of whether the state in fact does or 
does not grant its citizens these rights. “There is a system of rights 
and obligations which should be maintained by law whether or not it is 
so, and which may properly be called ‘natural'; not in the sense in which 
the term ‘natural’ would imply that such a system ever did or could 
exist independently of force exercised by society over individuals, but 
natural because necessary to the end which it is the vocation of human 
society to realize.” 

In working out his theory of natural law and natural rights Green 
follows in large measure the fundamental postulates laid down by Kant. 
Green agrees with Kant that there is a necessary distinction between 
pure ethics and natural jurisprudence, and yet that there is and must be 
a close affiliation between the two sciences. Ethics and natural juris- 
prudence differ because ethics deals with moral duty — to act from 
certain dispositions and motives — which cannot be enforced by law; 
natural jurisprudence, on the other hand, lays down a system of law 
governing external acts which can and should be enforced by the state. 
Nevertheless there is a close connection between the two sciences. 
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Ethics teaches us that it is our moral duty to obey the laws laid down 
by natural jurisprudence; natural jurisprudence, on the other hand, has 
for its chief aim the laying down of laws which bring about the condi- 
tions necessary for each man to carry out his moral obligations. “The 
question of how far rights and obligations as actually established b> 
law correspond to the true jus naturae must be considered with refer- 
ence to the moral end, as serving which alone law and the obligations 
of law have their value.** 

Green further agrees with Kant that reason can and does tell us what 
the content of the natural law should be. It is not experience but 
reason as to what men ought to do and ought not to do which tells us 
what laws should be considered natural, that is, inherently obligatory. 
At the same time Green differs radically from Kant on the question of 
the changing content of natural law. Kant’s jurisprudence, like Kant’s 
ethics, is static. To Kant abstract reason gives us a body of law valid 
for all times and all places, a body of laws which should be applied by all 
states irrespective of the social or economic stages to which they have 
developed. Green, on the other hand, believes that jurisprudence like 
ethics is evolutionary, that the system of laws and rights which the State 
should enforce (another way of stating natural laws and rights) neces- 
sarily depends upon the intellectual and moral horizon of the citizens at 
any given time. Natural law in a small, primitive community must neces- 
sarily be simpler, less developed than in a large, complex, cultured state. 

For Green, and this is a very important point, a law or a right is only 
part of the natural law and natural right if it meets with general accept- 
ance or approval on the part of the community — if it is part of the 
“moral consciousness** of the community at the time in question. It 
is not necessary for the law to be on the statute books of the state for 
the law to be a natural law, but for it to be incorporated within the 
body of natural law, the community must be prepared to recognize that 
such a law “would be a good thing,** An individual idealist or politi- 
cal reformer therefore has a twofold duty in regard to political life. He 
must strive to see that actual laws be made to conform with natural 
laws if in fact they do not coincide. He must also, by propaganda, 
seek to deepen and enrich the content of natural law — by convincing 
his fellow citizens that certain projects ought to be generally recognized 
as part of the “good life.’’ 

Natural law and natural rights vary from generation to generation in 
accordance with variations in the “moral consciousness*’ of the com- 
munity — in accordance with what the community feels that a man 
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ought to do or ought to have done to him. In times past a man had a 
natural right “to drive at any pace through the streets, to build houses 
without any reference to sanitary conditions, to keep his children at 
home, or send them to work analphabetic”®^ because society or the 
community believed that a man ought to have these rights. With the 
growth of moral consciousness in the community, however, a man 
ceases to have these natural rights, because a community comes to feel 
that he ought not to have them, irrespective of whether actual laws do 
or do not permit him to retain them. 

Turning now from natural jurisprudence to the science of politics, the 
study of the actual state and the laws promulgated and enforced by 
this state, we find that Green is in accord with Kant in claiming that the 
state is a necessary good, and not a necessary evil. The existence of 
the state is necessary and good from the ethical point of view because 
human beings can only realize their ideal of moral perfection through 
civic institutions. The existence of the state is also necessary aiid good 
from the point of view of natural jurisprudence, for natural jurispru- 
dence tells us what laws should be enforced and what rights should be 
granted, but it is only in an organized state that these laws can be en 
forced and actual rights granted and protected. The moral conscious- 
ness of the community tells us what we should and what we should 
not do, but there are always persons blind to this moral consciousness, 
and such persons must be restrained by force, force operated by an or- 
ganized state. 

Green further agreed with Kant that the state must be all-powerful, 
the only source of all actual laws and the only source of all actual rights. 
“The state is the source and the giver of our rights. Rights may have 
existed in the family before they existed in the state; when the state 
has come and guaranteed those rights they exist in the state and pro- 
ceed from the state. Ideal rights may be conceived which are not in 
the state; only when they are in it do they become real rights.” 
Morally, that is, from the point of view of natural jurisprudence, an 
individual possesses those rights, and only those rights, which public 
opinion thinks he should have. As public opinion changes, the “ natural 
rights” which a man previously enjoyed may be taken away. In like 
manner legally, that is, for the point of view of politics, a man enjoys 
those rights and only those rights which the state, the concrete embodi- 
ment of natural law, chooses to grant him. The state may and some- 
times should take away some of the legal rights which an individual 
has previously enjoyed. 
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Kant, filled with a desire to glorify the state, demanded a unitary 
state, that is, a state which had immediate, direct control over all the 
individuals in it. He would allow no group, no corporation to mediate 
between the individual and the state. Corporations might serve a use- 
ful purpose, but the individual must not be allowed to divide his loyalty 
between the corporation and the state. Corporations must remain 
subservient to the state and must derive all their powers, even their 
right to exist, from the state. 

Green, with his strong love for family, group, and community life, 
could not be quite as thoroughgoing in his statements about a unitary 
state, but though phrased differently his conclusions were in essential 
accord with those of Kant. In very un-Kantian language he argued 
'‘a state is not an aggregation of individuals under a sovereign, but a 
society in which the rights of men already associated in families are 
defined and harmonized.” But shortly thereafter he added, “But 
though there may be rights outside the state, the members of the state 
derive the rights which they have as members of other associations from 
the state and have no rights against it . . . The other forms of community 
which precede and are independent of the formation of the state do not 
continue to exist outside it nor are they superseded by it. They are 
carried on into it.” Once the state is formed it becomes the supreme 
society, the society of societies which adjusts and harmonizes the claims 
of all lesser societies. As the adjuster and harmonizer of lesser societies 
the state must ultimately have supreme power over them. “Thus the 
citizen’s rights, that is, as a husband or head of a family, or a holder of 
property, though such rights . . . existed when there was no state, are 
yet to the citizen derived from the state, from that more highly de- 
veloped form of society in which the associations of the family and that 
of possessors who respect each other’s possessions are included in a 
fuller whole.” 

Green was thus in fundamental agreement with Kant in asserting 
that the state was a necessary good and that it should possess absolute 
power over its citizens both individually and collectively. On twe 
further fundamental political problems, the question of “consent” and 
the question of sovereignty, he differed somewhat from his master. 

The question of consent centered around the old problem, “Does 
and should the government rest upon the consent of the governed?” 
The classical liberals, such as Locke, answered unhesitatingly in the 
affirmative. With them all states originated with the social contract, 
whereby each man voluntarily agreed to enter into civil life. All gov- 
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ernmeiits thus derive their power, their raison d'Hre, from the consent 
of the people. Moreover if they abuse this power the people have the 
right to revolt. Both in the past and in the present, therefore, govern- 
ment rests upon consent. 

Green was unable to agree with this easy and simple solution of the 
problem because he rejected in its entirety the doctrine of the social 
contract, as being both false historically and absurd logically. For all 
his idealism he was realistic enough to recognize that as far as it is known 
most governments have originated by conquest or force rather than by 
the voluntary compact of their members. Nevertheless he was un- 
willing to discard the old doctrine of consent in its entirety and set about 
transforming and reinterpreting it. At the base of this phase of his 
philosophy was the doctrine of the general will, and he insisted that 
will, that is, the general will and not force, was the basis of all true and 
lasting states. 

Green, it should be noted, gives a less metaphysical interpretation to 
the term general will than that given by Rousseau or Kant. To him 
it is “ that impalpable congeries of the hopes and fears of a people bound 
together by common interests and sympathy,'’ or in other words the 
common consciousness of a common good, or "a sense of possessing 
common interests, a desire for common interests on the part of the 
people.” ^ Rousseau had claimed that the general will, a transcenden- 
tal entity, suddenly came into existence at the time of the social con- 
tract. Green, on the other hand, believed that even before the formation 
of the state, family and tribal groups had a feeling for the common good, 
and thus possessed a general will, at least in embryo, though the general 
will became fully developed or realized only with the creation of the state. 

Green believed that man owed allegiance to a state and to the laws of 
a stale only when the state and the laws were in accord with the general 
will, tliat is, only when the state was an institution devoted to the com- 
mon good. More to the point, he claimed that over any long period 
of time men do pay allegiance to the state and obey the laws ol states 
only because they realize, perhaps unconsciously, that the state and 
the laws of the state are for the common good. Brute force and the 
fear inspired by brute force may cause men to bow down before a con- 
queror and obey the commands of a conqueror for a limited period of 
time, but in the long run institutions based merely upon force and fear 
crumble to pieces. Men habitually render obedience only to those 
institutions which are felt to be in accord with the general good or the 
general will. 



170 


IDEALISM AND ABSOLUTISM 


For laws to be in accord with the general will or for the common good 
it is not necessary that everyone subject to the laws should take part in 
voting them, still less that each person should consent to their applica- 
tion to himself. The laws should, however, “represent an idea of com- 
mon good, which each member of society can make his own, so far as he 
is rational.” ^ Locke thought that “consent” implied the idea that in 
each state the citizens had voluntarily consented to join the state, and 
in the Lockian system, for laws to be valid they should be passed by the 
people either directly or through their representatives. Green denied 
both these doctrines — but he insisted that even in an absolute mon- 
archy, established originally by conquest, government if it is to last 
must rest upon consent in the sense that no government can last which 
does not inspire loyalty in its subjects and voluntary submission to the 
established laws on the part of the majority. Force must be present in 
any state to repress the occasional rebel or to punish the occasional 
criminal; but for the machinery of government to run smoothly and 
permanently it must satisfy public opinion, another way of stating that 
it must be based upon the general will. 

William the Conqueror may have been able to seize the royal power 
in England by force, but he and his successors were only able to con- 
solidate their position because most of their later acts and laws were 
compatible with the public good. Even in modern states particular 
laws may be imposed and enforced by the government in conflict with 
the general will “in the sense that they tend to thwart those powers of 
action, acquisition, and self-development on the part of members of 
society, which there is always a desire to extend, and which it is the 
business of the law to extend.” ^ But such laws are few and far be- 
tween, and so far as they go they tend to lessen the habitual obedience 
of the people, and hence weaken the power of the government. 

Having reinterpreted the old doctrine of consent. Green proceeds to 
discuss the problem of sovereignty. Many of the older liberals de- 
liberately ignored the doctrine of sovereignty. Others, such as Rous- 
seau, admitted the existence of sovereignty, but insisted that the only 
true sovereignty which political philosophers could admit was the 
general will of the people, a sovereignty which could neither be divided 
nor delegated. John Austin and the other utilitarians had a far more 
realistic approach to the problem. To Austin’s mind “if a determinate 
human superior, not in the habit of obedience to a like superior, receive 
habitual obedience from the bulk of a given society, that determinate 
person Or persons is sovereign in that society.” 



KANT 


171 

To Rousseau the only true sovereign in any state is the general will of 
the people. To Austin the sovereign is the person or group of persons 
who actually make and enforce the laws in any state. In a pure de- 
mocracy the sovereign would be the people; in an absolute monarchy 
the sovereign is the king; in a mixed government such as England, the 
sovereign consists (according to Austin) of the king, the members of 
the House of Lords, and the electors who send their representatives to 
the House of Commons. 

Green was forced to choose between the theory of sovereignty advo- 
cated by Rousseau and that advocated by Austin. After much dis- 
cussion he attempts to effect a compromise between the two theories. 
The legal sovereign, he argues, must be the sovereign spoken of by 
Austin. The Austinians were “doubtless right “ in, supposing that in 
“a developed state there must be some determinate person or persons 
with whom in the last resort lies the recognized power of imposing laws 
and enforcing their observance. “ For a law to be a law, it must be 
formulated and enforced by a duly constituted and generally recognized 
organ of government. 

But the ultimate political sovereign, as opposed to the mere legal 
sovereign, must, Green argues, be found in the general will of the people. 
By this he means that the people do render habitual obedience to the 
legal sovereign because they feel that this legal sovereign (however 
constituted) is working for their own good. “The institutions of politi- 
cal society . . . are an expression of and are maintained by a general 
will/* ^ In this sense Rousseau is right in claiming that the general 
will is the ultimate sovereign. 

Green agrees that, to avoid confusion, the word sovereign should 
normally be confined to the legal sovereign, the actual person or persons 
who make and enforce laws, but he insists that the legal sovereign must 
be regarded merely as the agent of the general will. It should be noted, 
however, that the legal sovereign may act as the agent of the general 
will irrespective of how this sovereign is appointed. The sovereign 
may be an hereditary monarch ruling with absolute powers and yet be 
considered the perfectly valid agent of the general will, as long as his 
actions and his laws are directed towards the common good. 

After this brief examination of the general and more or less abstract 
principles underlying Green’s political philosophy, it would be well to 
draw attention to some of the practical consequences which Green him- 
self draws from these general principles. , 
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The three most important consequences may be phrased as follows: 

(1) The good of the community or society must be regarded as more 
binding than the arbitrary dictates of the state. 

(2) On the other hand, the good of the community as a whole is of far 
greater importance than the wishes and desires of the individual citizen. 

(3) Society and its agent, the state, have the right to interfere with 
private actions in order to promote the moral and material betterment 
of their citizens. 

The first of these consequences, namely, the idea that society is more 
important than the state, represents the non-etatist phase of Green's 
philosophy. On this point Green differs from Hegel and from his own 
disciple Bosanquet. Both Hegel and Bosanquet thought that society 
is included in and* subordinate to the state, while Green insists that in 
certain cases the interests of society, based upon the general will, and 
the interests of the state, based upon the arbitrary dictates of a legal 
sovereign, might conflict. In such cases the interests of society must 
be considered paramount. It is this aspect of Green’s thought that 
makes it necessary to class Green with the semi-eta tists rather than with 
the thoroughgoing etatists. 

Green is insistent that even in regard to national matters the interest 
of the community as a whole must outweigh the claims of the state. To 
him the state is merely the agent of society, the legal sovereign, the 
agent of the general will. If the agent should seriously and consistently 
betray its trust, its actions must be stopped. The chief function of the 
state is to enforce “natural laws” and secure “natural rights,” that is, 
the laws which the moral consciousne.ss of the community thinks ought 
to be in vogue and the rights which the general feeling of the community 
considers ought to be granted to its citizens. Should the actual laws 
of the state sharply conflict with “natural laws,” should the state radi- 
cally infringe upon “natural rights,” it is the moral duty of the citizen 
to resist the state and, if necessary, overthrow the existing government. 
Normally disobedience to laws and active rebellion against the govern- 
ment should be based upon popular and widespread discontent with 
existing conditions — that is, upon the feelings of the vast majority of 
the population ; but in some cases, where popular sentiment is amorphous 
and inert, it may be the duty of a hopeless minority to act in the interest 
of the common good. 

In international matters Green also feels that society ranks higher 
than the state. The thoroughgoing etatists such as Hegel thought that 
the national state was the highest possible expression of the human 
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mind. They denied the rights of mankind as a whole and looked upon 
all forms of internationalism with distrust. They argued that there was 
no natural or moral law regulating the intercourse of separate states. 
Most of them claimed that war, because of its quickening and vivifying 
effect upon national consciousness (enabling the state to realize itself), 
was a good thing. 

Green, following Kant, violently disagrees with this position. Green 
admits that all men are members of national comrnuiyties or .societies 
which find their realization or actualization in national staces. But 
man is also a member of an international community. There is a 
universal brotherhood of man and each man realizes that all other men^ 
even men of diflerent nationalities and different races, should enjoy 
certain rights and be subject to certain obligations. As yet this world 
society is not actualized in the form of a world state — the general will 
of mankind has not yet found expression or an agent in the form of a 
world sovereign. But Green insists that the “common moral con- 
sciousness of mankind” formulates certain moral or “natural” laws 
which should regulate the intercourse of different peoples, even though 
there is no legal machinery to enforce them. Under these laws the 
breach of treaties, wars, and other conflicts between states are bad and 
must eventually cease. 

Green is not as explicit on these matters as Kant. In private life he 
was a cautious Oxford professor and had no desire to shock public 
opinion in England, but from several of his remarks it is clear that he 
sympathized with Kant’s hopes for a world federation. On one occa- 
sion he remarked: “The dream of an international court with authoriiy 
resting on the consent of independent states may yet come to be real- 
ized.” In another passage he was even bolder . “ It is easy to conceive 
a better system than that of the great states of modern Europe with 
their national jealousies, rival armies, and hostile tariffs, but the condi- 
tion of a better state of things would seem to be the recognition of a 
single constraining power.” 

But if Green pleads that the interests of society are more important 
than the interests of the state, he is equally insistent that the interests 
of society as a whole are more important than the interests of any single 
individual. It is this phase of Green’s thought which causes him to be 
classed definitely with the etatists. Locke and the older liberals had 
argued that individuals have certain innate rights with which no state 
may interfere. This, Green denied in toto. To him natural rights are 
merely the rights which a man ought to have, or rather the rights which^ 
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society thinks he ought to have, and if society changes its mind and 
thinks that a man ought to have fewer rights than he previously enjoyed, 
the scope of natural rights is thereby narrowed. In like manner just as 
natural rights are derived from society, legal rights are derived from the 
state, and the state may increase or decrease tliese rights as it sees fit 
if such an increase or decrease is ‘‘for the common good.” 

Green reiterates this point of view from several different* angles. 
“The members of a state derive their rights from the state and have 
no rights against it.” Though Green grants the right of the com- 
munity to overthrow the state, he preaches that there can be no right 
to disobey the law of the state except in the interest of the state, “i.e. 
the true state, the agent of the general will.” 

There can be no right to disobey or evade any particular law on the ground 
that it interferes with any freedom of action, any right of managing his 
children or “doing what he will with his own.” ... If upon new conditions 
arising or upon elements of social good being taken account of which had 
been overlooked before ... if in any one of these ways or otherwise the refer- 
ence to social well-being suggests the necessity of further regulation of the 
individual’s liberty to do as he pleases, he can plead no right against this 
regulation, for every right he has possessed has been dependent upon that 
social judgment of its compatibility with general well-being.*^ 

Locke’s version of thp natural rights theory greatly weakened the 
power of the state over the individual. In his philosophy the state 
exercises only a limited sovereignty over its citizens. To him the state 
possesses only derived powers, the powers granted by its citizens at the 
time of the social contract, and these powers can never be increased or 
strengthened. The logical development of this line of thought was the 
system of laissez faire which dominated public thought during the early 
part of the nineteenth century. Green’s version of the natural rights 
theory had just the opposite effect. To Green it is the individual who 
possesses derived powers, for all his powers and rights are granted by 
society and the state. These powers may at any time be curbed if they 
prove incompatible with the public interest. The logical development 
of this doctrine leads, with Green’s wholehearted approval, to state 
regulation and control of all phases of the citizen’s activity. 

As a specific development of this line of thought we find the third of 
Green’s three main dogmas of political philosophy, namely, that society 
and the state have the right to interfere with private actions in order to 
promote the moral and material betterment of their citizens. 

Green agrees with Kant that it is impossible for the state directly to 
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enforce morality and that it is inadvisable for the state even to attempt 
to do so. Along with Kant he speaks of the evils of “paternal govern- 
ment,” meaning by paternal government one which does seek by com- 
pulsion to make its subjects moral. “The question sometimes put, 
whether moral duties should be enforced by law, is really an unmeaning 
one, for they simply cannot be enforced. They are duties to act, it is 
true, and an act can be enforced, but they are duties to act from certain 
dispositions and with certain motives, and these cannot be enforced. 
Nay the enforcement of an outward act, the moral character of which 
depends on a certain motive and disposition, may often contribute to 
render the motive and disposition impossible.” 

From this premise it woul^ seem as though Green would agree with 
the older liberals that private morals lie outside the scope of state 
action. But this is far from being the case. Green takes advantage 
of Kant’s definition of law as a hindrance to a hindrance of freedom to 
promote a system in which the state is obligated to interfere with the 
actions of its citizens in the cause of morality. 

Briefly his argument may be summarized as follows: To Green, as we 
have seen, true freedom consists in acting in accordance with the dictate 
of the free moral will. But under certain conditions it is impossible for 
the free moral will to function. Such conditions form a hindrance to 
the activity of the free moral will, and it is the duty of the state to frame 
laws to remove these hindrances or obstacles to freedom. The forcible 
removal of obstacles permits the moral free will spontaneously to de- 
velop along ethical lines. “The function of the government is to main- 
tain conditions of life in which morality .shall be possible.” 

“The effectual action of the state . . . seems necessarily to be confined 
to the removal of obstacles. Under this head, however, there may be 
and should be included much that at first sight may have the appearance 
of an enforcement of moral duties.” Among the acts which the state 
may well carry out, according to Green, in thus “removing obstacles ” are 
the establishment of compulsory education and the stringent regulation 
or even abolishment of the liquor trade on the ground that ignorance 
and drunkenness are obstacles to the functioning of the free moral will. 

It should be remembered that Green grew up at a time when there 
was no compulsory education in England and that many liberals 
objected to state-enforced education because they said such a system 
interfered with the freedom of the individual. Green was scornful of 
all such arguments.- “Without a command of certain elementary arts 
and knowledge the individual is as effectively crippled as by the loss of 
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a limb. He is not free to develop Ms faculties.'' ^ Or as Barker, a disciple 
of Green, puts it “[a boy] has a capacity for doing things worth doing, 
worth doing for him, and worth doing for the community, which the 
community for his sake and for its sake has the right to liberate by re- 
moving the ignorance which hinders the action of his capacity.” 

A similar line of thought dominated Green's remarks upon the liquor 
question. To Green a man under the influence of his animal passions 
is not free, but a slave; domination by a passion for drink is the worst 
form of slavery; hence the state in curbing the liquor traflic is merely 
removing another obstacle to freedom. “To argue that an effectual 
law in restraint of the liquor traffic would be a wrongful interference 
with individual liberty is to ignore the essential condition under which 
alone every particular liberty can rightly be allowed the individual, the 
condition namely that the allowance of that liberty is not ... an im 
pediment to social good.” 

After discussing the moral obstacles to “freedom,” Green goes on to 
discuss the material or economic obstacles. To him, these are almost 
as important as the others. The old liberals with their passionate 
belief in individual liberty argued that laissez faire is the only system 
which gives full expression to individual freedom. Green, by changing 
the connotation of the word freedom, is able to argue that true freedom 
requires governmental regulation and control in the economic sphere. 
By freedom “we do not mean merely freedom to do as we like irrespec- 
tive of what it is that we like. . . . We mean a positive power or capacity 
of doing or enjoying something worth doing or enjoying, and that some- 
thing which we do or enjoy with others. . . . When we measure the 
progress of society by its growth in freedom we measure it by the in- 
creasing development and exercise of the whole of those powers of con- 
tributing to social good with which we believe the members of the 
society to be endowed. . . . The mere removal of compulsion, the mere 
enabling of a man to do as he likes, is in itself no contribution to true 
freedom.” 

Once these premises are admitted, it is easy to follow Green when he 
claims that compulsory housing laws, factory laws, health laws are 
contributions to true freedom. Man cannot be “free,” in Green’s sense 
of the word, if he lives in a crowded tenement, works in a factory where 
there is danger to life and limb, or dwells amidst completely unsanitary 
conditions. It is the duty of the state, therefore, to promote “freedom” 
by compelling its citizens to build and live in houses which do not fall 
below a certain standard, to operate factories which are not deleteriouE 
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to physical well-being, and to obey certain sanitary codes laid down by 
medical authorities. 

Green was also in favor of regulating by law the hours, the compensa- 
tion, and the conditions of the workers in factories. He believed that 
the employment of women and children should be radically curbed or 
even abolished. Even with adult men the state should step in and de- 
cide how many hours a day or week a laborer might work and what his 
minimum pay should be. Green frankly admitted that all these pro- 
visions were incompatible with the old liberal doctrine of the freedom 
of contract — and his answer was, so much the worse for freedom of 
contract. 

Locke, Bentham, all the economists had argued that the state must 
enforce the carrying out of all contracts legally entered into, but in- 
sisted that the state had no right to prevent two persons entering into 
any contract they pleased. If a man voluntarily agreed to work for 
sixteen hours a day for ten shillings a week, it was no business of the 
state to prevent his doing so. If a woman wished to work in a crowded 
sweatshop, it would be an interference with individual liberty for the 
state to prohibit it. 

Green protested violently against this philosophy. “Freedom of 
contract, freedom in the form of doing what one wills with one’s own is 
valuable only as a means to an end. That end is what I call freedom 
in a positive sense, in other words the liberation of the powers of all 
men equally for contributions to the common good. No one has the 
right to do what he will with his own in such a way as to contravene 
this end.” So long as freedom of contract results in the common good, 
it should be permitted, but where its results are deleterious, it may and 
should be checked. “To uphold the sanctity of contracts is doubtless 
a prime business of government, but it is no less its business to provide 
against contracts being made which, from the helplessness of one of the 
parties to them, instead of being a security for freedom, become an 
instrument of disguised oppression.” 

Green’s attack upon freedom of contract was directed chiefly against 
the employment of labor by commerce and industry, but he applied the 
same principle in dealing with the contracts entered into by landlords 
and tenant farmers. “The peasant farmer is scarcely more free to con- 
tract with his landlord than is a starving laborer to bargain for good 
wages with a master who offers him work. . . . We must in some way 
give the farmers ... by law that protection which as a rule they have 
been too weak to obtain for themselves singly by contract.” 
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As we have already had occasion to observe, Green was extremely 
unfriendly to the English system of large landed estates. Not only did 
he insist that the tenant farmers be protected against eviction and 
arbitrary enhancement of rents; in addition he urged that the state 
should prevent the wealthy landowner from keeping land out of cul- 
tivation or turning it into forest for the sake of his own enjoyment. 
Last but not least, he pleaded that the state should abolish entail and 
primogeniture and thus encourage the great landlords to break up their 
estates into small, tenant-owned farms. 

From this brief survey of Green’s political philosophy it is clear that 
Green departed radically from the old liberal tradition in regard to the 
sphere and function of the state. On such matters he was in agreement 
with the etatist thinkers of Germany. In Germany, however, the 
etatists were for the most part authoritarians, that is, opponents of de- 
mocracy and believers in rule by a strong governing aristocracy. On this 
point, Green broke with his German confreres. Throughout his life he 
was a convinced', though mild, advocate of democratic control and the 
parliamentary system of government. 

Nevertheless, there are in Green’s philosophy the germs of authori- 
tarianism, germs which could easily be made to develop in the hands of 
later thinkers. Locke, Bentham, and the other liberals were adamant 
in claiming that a government not directly subject to popular control 
was necessarily a bad government. Green was much more hesitant in 
pronouncing judgment on this point. 

Whether the legislative and administrative agencies of society can he kept 
in the main free from bias by private interests* and true to the idea of the 
common good without popular control, whether again, if they can, that “civil 
sense,” that appreciation of the common good on the part of the subjects 
which is as necessary to a free or political society as the direction of law to 
the maintenance of a common good, can be kept alive without active partici- 
pation of the people in legislative functions — these are questions of circum- 
stances which do not permit of an unqualified answer.®^ 

Green thought that in most circumstances popular control of and 
participation in government was advisable, but he was far from claim- 
ing that it was necessary to good government. He insisted that the legal 
sovereign must be the agent of the general will, in the sense that this 
sovereign must work for the common good, but he admitted that this 
agency might exist in a dictatorship. For laws to be good laws it was 
not necessary that everyone subject to them take part in voting them, 



but only that they should represent an idea of the common good, and 
such laws might as easily be passed by an authoritarian as by a demo- 
cratic state. 

In fact, for all his democracy, Green was somewhat skeptical of 
majority rule. Even in cases where ‘'the majority of the citizens have 
no share by law or custom in the supreme lawmaking and law-enforcing 
powers, they never can have a right, simply as a majority to resist that 
power. . resistance may be a duty before a majority of the citizens 
approve it, and does not necessarily become a duty when a majority of 
them do approve it. . . . It should be made, if at all, not because the 
majority approve it, but because it is for the public good.** 

But who is to decide if rebellion or the forcible seizure of power is or 
is not for the public good? On Green*s principles, might not a militant 
minority claim to be the true agents of the general will? It is hard to 
see on what theoretical grounds Green could have objected to the Fascist 
and Nazi denouements in Italy and Germany. 

"THOMAS CARLYLE 

Before leaving the semi-etatists a word should be said regarding the 
political theories of some literary men who form logically, though not 
chronologically, a connecting link between the semi-etatists, such as 
Kant and Green, and the radical, thoroughgoing etatists, such as Fichte 
and Hegel. In England, at any rate, the purely literary men, the poets 
and the novelists, were never converted to the utilitarian doctrines of 
Bentham and his disciples who dominated the political, the philosophi- 
cal, and even the scientific circles during the early part of the nineteenth 
century. 

The natural and social philosophers might argue in favor of laissez 
faire, of manhood suffrage, of pleasure as the ultimate standard of value, 
all of which formed part of the utilitarian creed, but to the souls of the 
poets and novelists such ideas were revolting. The reaction from 
laissez faire and from the ideas which were associated with laissez faire 
did not seriously affect political and philosophical thought until the last 
quarter of the nineteenth century, but for decades the literary geniuses 
had been writing and preaching against the dominant Benthamite 
creed. Wordsworth, Southey, Coleridge during the latter portion of 
their lives were loud in their denunciations both of individualism and 
of democracy. Charles Kingsley and Mrs. Gaskell were equally op- 
posed to the utilitarian position. Even Dickens, for all his Cockne> 
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sympathies, thoroughly disliked the industrial system which had grown 
up in an England so largely moulded by Benthamist doctrines and felt 
that something should be done about it — though he was not quite 
sure just what should be done. 

By far the greatest and the most important of the literary prophets 
who preached against the old liberal tradition in general and against 
the utilitarian creed in particular were Thomas Carlyle and John Rus- 
kin. Both these men had the faculty of writing in such a way that they 
were read by the broad masses of the population. Neither Carlyle nor 
Ruskin was a political philosopher in the strict sense of the word. 
Neither of them was willing, as were Green and the Oxford idealists, to 
study the detailed development of political theory, or to analyze and 
evaluate all the concepts which had been enunciated by previous politi- 
cal thinkers. But both Carlyle and Ruskin possessed definite political 
creeds which cut across many of the concepts held by professional 
political thinkers. Both, by their wit and their eloquence, were able to 
weaken and even to annihilate the blind acceptance by the masses of 
earlier doctrines. Green and the other members of his school were 
political philosophers in every sense of the word, but their works were 
read by a few hundred or at the most by a few thousand. Carlyle and 
Ruskin were political preachers or political prophets rather than politi- 
cal philosophers, but their works were read by the million and pro- 
foundly affected the political ideas of their own and succeeding genera- 
tions. 

Carlyle and Ruskin were men of quite different types; for the most 
part their writings appealed to quite different types of readers. On 
several points of detail their doctrines varied widely from one another. 
Ruskin, however, was quite frankly a disciple of Carlyle, and on all 
essential matters the two men were in agreement. For this reavSon it is 
possible for us to omit any detailed consideration of the political 
theories of Ruskin and confine ourselves exclusively to an examination 
of the life and doctrines of his master. The life of Thomas Carlyle was 
relatively uneventful. Born in Scotland in 1795, the son of a poor but 
terribly earnest and hard-working peasant, his early years were full of 
hardships. As a boy he displayed such talent and brains that it seemed 
unjust that he should be condemned to a life of manual labor; he was 
sent off to Edinburgh University, where he secured a sound but rather 
scrappy education. His parents hoped that he would become either a 
minister or a barrister, but young Thomas felt no call to either profes- 
sion, and was determined to make a living by writing. At first he 

l 
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thought of staying in Scotland. He married and lived in a farm house 
inherited by his wife. Even so he remained desperately poor, and at 
times had less than five pounds between him and starvation. Even 
Edinburgh did not have scope for a would-be literary man (as Carlyle 
found by experiment), and in 1834 he moved to London where he con- 
tinued to reside until his death in 1881. 

Year after year Carlyle, the great apostle of silence, talked and 
lectured, and wrote. At first his works met with little success, but as 
the years went on his literary fame increased and in his old age he be- 
came mildly opulent. He was granted the Order of Merit by the Prus- 
sian government, an honor which he accepted, though he refused a 
knighthood offered him by Queen Victoria. His vogue continued 
long after his death. His own works continued to sell in large numbers, 
and his fame was enhanced by the appearance of many other books 
dealing with him or his relations with some of his contemporaries. 

Carlyle wrote on all manner of things, his Sartor Resartiis, his French 
Revolution, his Heroes and Hero-Worship, his Frederick the Gnat being 
perhaps the best known of his works. Even in these books there are 
numerous passages dealing with Carlyle’s political ideas, hut in addition 
he composed a number of volumes which aimed especially at expound- 
ing his political gospel, such as Past and Present, Chartism, and Latter- 
Day Pamphlets. Last but not least, mention should be made of some 
of his occasional essays such as The Nigger Question and Shooting 
Niagara, as some of his most important political opinions are embodied 
in these papers. 

When we come to examine the beickground of Carlyle’s political 
philosophy, the men who and the ideas which stimulated his own 
thoughts on political issues, we find that this background was very 
similar to that of T. H. Green, consisting as it did of Kant and Fichte, 
of Plato, and of Puritanism. But there was a great difference between 
Greeh and Carlyle with reference to this background. Green was a 
scholar who really had read and who knew the doctrines of Kant, of 
Fichte, of Plato, of Aristotle, and of Calvin. Carlyle, on the other 
hand, was too busy with his own genius to bother much with trying to 
understand all the obscure ideas of the men whom he admired. 

Carlyle had a profound respect for German literature. As a young 
man he was best known as an interpreter of German thought to the 
English public. He translated one of Goethe’s works, wrote a life of 
(Schiller and essays on several other German writers. In connection 
with this type of work he naturally became acquainted with the writings 
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of the German philosophers, and he frequently alludes to ^hem in his 
own books. He was deeply impressed by Kant’s ideas on ethics and by 
Kant’s views on the subjectivity of space and time. But as Carlyle 
himself confessed, he found Kant terribly difficult reading. In fact it is 
doubtful if Carlyle ever succeeded in really reading through any of 
Kant’s major works. It is certain that if he did read them through he 
never understood them, as his interpretations of Kantian ideas are 
singularly inaccurate. A similar story could be told of the relations 
between Carlyle and Fichte. Fichte, Kant’s great successor in the 
German philosophical world, wrote both popular and scholarly works. 
We know that Carlyle read some of Fichte’s popular works and was 
greatly stimulated by them. But from Carlyle’s misunderstanding of 
Fichte, it is obvious that he never took the trouble to wade through 
Fichte’s more serious contributions to metaphysical and political 
thought. 

The case is similar with reference to Carlyle’s indebtedness to Plato. 
If Carlyle had gone either to Oxford or to Cambridge he would un- 
doubtedly have been forced to tackle Plato and Aristotle in the original. 
Going as he did to Edinburgh, where classical studies were far less highly 
developed, he had for many years only a second-hand knowledge of 
Plato. Nevertheless we find in Carlyle many of Plato’s most char- 
acteristic thoughts — the belief that the visible material world is a 
world of shadow, that the spiritual, ideal world is the real world, knowl- 
edge of which is attainable only to men of insight. With Plato Carlyle 
ridiculed the idea that government should rest upon the consent of tlie 
governed; with Plato he insisted that man should be compelled to seek 
the true, the beautiful, and the good; with Plato he believed that moral 
education should be the basis of all political activity. With Plato he 
preached that government should rest with a small group of spiritual 
aristocrats; with Plato he strenuously denied that individuals have any 
rights against the state. 

There can be no doubt that the greatest motivating force in Carlyle’s 
thought was Puritanism, or Calvinism, even more so than in the case of 
Green and the Oxford idealists. Carlyle has been well described as a 
Puritan who lost his creed- His doubts on certain crucial doctrinal 
matters, literal inspiration, the incarnation, miracles, prevented his 
seeking ordination. But in one sense he was a Puritan preacher all of 
his life. His thirty volumes are one long series of sermons. That Car- 
lyle was a preacher rather than a philosopher can be seen from the very 
style of his writings. The philosopher argues, tries to convince by 



KANT 


183 

reason. Carlyle never argues, seldom reasons. Almost invariably he 
asserts, demands, denounces. Though Carlyle doubted many incidental 
points in the Calvinist creed, he strenuously, even violently accepted 
and preached to others the essential points — the omnipotence of God 
and the necessity of obeying the moral code laid down by God. Carlyle 
sometimes used strange terms for the deity. He spoke of the “World 
Order” (a phrase borrowed from Fichte), or the “Eternities,” the 
“Immensities,” the “Veracities” — but all of these terms were mere 
pseudonyms for the God postulated by Calvin. Carlyle claimed to be 
a disciple of Kant’s moral philosophy, but Kant’s moral philosophy was 
based upon a self-imposed moral code. Carlyle’s moral code, like that 
of Calvin, was based upon the will of God, to which all men must render 
blind, unwavering agreement. 

On one point and one point only did Carlyle depart radically from the 
Calvinist point of view. Calvin and the Calvinists, as we have seen, 
leaned towards democratic as opposed to despotic government. Car- 
lyle, while sweeping out the fine points of Calvinist theology, also swept 
out these democratic leanings. 

Carlyle was far from being a systematic or even a consistent thinker, 
but as one reads through his books one finds that there were a few funda- 
mental principles (principles more or less philosophical in character) 
which motivated many of his concrete conclusions. 

Take for example his attitude towards the problem of knowledge — 
of what we can know and how we can know it. Carlyle’s notions on 
this subject were largely derived from the German philosophers, or 
rather from his misconceptions regarding what the German philosophers, 
such as Kant, had said. Carlyle, like Green, rejected the empirical 
tradition which had long dominated English thought. To his mind 
the mere accumulation of sense data (the basis of scientific investiga- 
tion) was of little or no value. He took over from Kant the notion that 
the world as we see it has little to do with the world as it leally is. With 
Kant he believed that both space and time were subjective — hence 
the detailed study of spatial and temporal relations (and this is the 
fundamental scientific technique) is of little or no objective value. 

With this doctrinal situation in mind it is not surprising that Carlyle 
was scornful of the physical sciences and of the theories of life based 
upon scientific investigation. Carlyle was disgusted when he heard a 
eulogy of the great scientific discoveries of Faraday, the English physi- 
cist. “In sad fact I cared but little for these discoveries . . .; they are 
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not by any means the kind of discoveries I wanted to be made at the 
present. ‘Can you really turn a ray of light upon its axis by magnet- 
ism?’ — and if you could what would I care? This is my feeling 
towards most of the scientific triumphs ... so trumpeted abroad in 
these days.” Carlyle was equally bitter towards the biologists. Re- 
garding Darwin’s Origin of Species he remarked that he could never 
read a page of it or waste the least thought upon it. With his attitude 
towards sense data it was easy for him to dismiss the Darwinian theory 
of evolution with the words, “I have no patience with these gorilla 
damnifications of humanity.” 

Somewhat higher than sense data, in Carlyle’s opinion, was the in- 
formation given us by the “understanding.” Carlyle’s “understand- 
ing” corresponds more or less to Kant’s pure or theoretical reason. 
Just as Kant thought theoretical reason was valid within its own field 
but was incapable of answering all the problems of life, so Carlyle 
thought that understanding was good — at least it was better than 
grubbing around with seiivse data — yet understanding had its distinct 
limitations. Understanding was “logic chopping” — giving us dry, 
hard systems, while reality was greater than any such system. “Car- 
lyle identifies understanding with logic, implying a mere mechanical 
and uncrealive deduction and inference from given premises, and as 
these premises are but appearances, the logical development of them 
cannot be of primary importance. . . . Understanding can attain only 
approximations.” 

Carlyle applied his criticism of understanding to all systems, whether 
metaphysical or economic, which attempted to explain man’s nature or 
man’s actions on the basis of pure deductive rationalizing. He made 
fun of Hegel’s attempt to solve the whole problem of the universe by 
logical dialectic. He made even greater fun of the economists who tried 
to explain all phases of human conduct by such laws as that of supply 
and demand. To him the relation between supply and demand was not 
a “ law ” or a “ fact,” but a theory, a none too accurate approximation of 
what sometimes happens. Carlyle indeed had a very low opinion of the 
value of theoretical economics. To his mind J. S. Mill’s great work on 
Political Economy was “well done but not worth doing.” 

Carlyle believed that the real source of true knowledge was not 
“understanding” but “reason.” Carlyle’s “reason” corresponds to 
a certain extent to Kant’s practical reason, but is definitely more in- 
tuitive in character. In fact what Carlyle called reason has very little 
to do with what we normally call reason — it is closer to “direct spiritual 
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perception’’ — the ability to penetrate behind the shadows of logic and 
“ see ” the fundamental realities which lie beneath. His reason senses ” 
the fundamental unity behind all the apparent diversity of the {phe- 
nomenal world. Carlyle’s “reason” is really “insight ” — sometimes 
it is little more than the dictates of conscience. 

Armed with insight or “reason,” Carlyle proceeded to give his views 
regarding the true nature of the universe. Carlyle was convinced that 
the world of reality was spiritual and not material. Our finite minds, 
with their spectacles of space and of time, give us but a very imperfect 
picture of the spiritual universe. Too often our vision is blurred, and 
we perceive only the shadows, the distorted shadows of reality. Occa- 
sionally, however, a man of vision arises who penetrates behind the veil 
of the senses and perceives the spiritual character of reality. 

Carlyle was not an idealist in the sense that he denied the existence of 
the external universe. He never accepted the notion that the world is 
but a creation of an individual mind. (On this point he differed from 
some of his German teachers, such as Fichte.) But he was convinced 
that the real world was not the confused, disjointed, mechanical, ephem- 
eral world such as appears to the senses^ but a world of order, of purpose, 
“ideal” in character, unchanging in its essence. “The faithfullest, the 
most glowing word of a man is but an imperfect image of tjie thought, 
such as it is, which dwells within him . . . and then between his poor 
thought and nature’s fact, which is the thought of the eternal, there may 
be supposed to be some discrepancies and shortcomings.” 

Carlyle believed that if we could only peer behind the veils of space 
and of time (both subjective), we should be able to realize the essential 
ideality of the external world. “Sweep away the illusion ol time. . . . 
Then sawest thou that this fair universe, were it the meanest province 
thereof, is in very deed the star-domed City of God, that through every 
star, through every grass blade, and most through every living soul, the 
glory of a present God still beams. But Nature, which is the time ves- 
ture of God, reveals Him to the wise and hides Him from the foolish.” 
Again and again Carlyle came back to the notion that Nature — Nature 
as it really is and not merely as we see it — is the Garment of God. “What 
is Nature? Ha! Why do I not name thee God? Art thou not the liv- 
ing Garment of God? Oh Heavens, is it, in very deed, He, then, that 
ever speaks through thee, that lives and loves in thee, that lives and 
loves in me?” At other times he declared that the universe was but 
the “symbol of God.” 

From these passages it is clear that Carlyle broke somewhat froni the 



i86 


IDEALISM AND ABSOLUTISM 


strict Calvinism of his childhood. For the central concept of strict 
Calvinism was a God creating and ruling over the world, while to Car- 
lyle, God manifests Himself through the world, the world of nature. 
Carlyle has been called a pantheist, but to the pantheist the world and 
God are one and the same thing, while to Carlyle the world was only one 
phase, one aspect of God. Carlyle’s God is not quite the personal God 
of his Puritan ancestors, but this God is not merely the general world-all 
of the Stoics, for He is above all the source of truth, of beauty, of holi- 
ness. 

Carlyle was equally convinced that not only Nature but also the 
innermost soul of man is divine. To him, the true soul of man is a spark 
of divinity. 

What is Man himself, and his whole terrestrial Life but an emblem — a Cloth- 
ing or visible Garment for that divine ME of his, cast hither like a light-par- 
ticle, down from Heaven? Thus is he said also to be clothed with a Body. . . 

To the eye of vulgar Logic what is man? An omnivorous Biped that wears 
Breeches. To the eye of Pure Reason what is he? A Soul, a Spirit, a divine 
Apparition. . . There is no Space and no Time: We are — we know not 
what; light-sparkles floating in the ether of Deity. . . Man thereby, though 
based, to all seeming, on the small Visible, does nevertheless extend down into 
the infinite deeps of the Invisible, of which Invisible, indeed, his Life is properly 
the bodying forth. . . 

God, therefore, to Carlyle was not merely, as to the Puritan, the awful 
ruler and judge of man but the still small voice within man. God was 
revealed not merely through nature but also through humanity. 

Considering the idealistic and transcendental character of Carlyle’s 
general philosophy, it is not surprising that Carlyle was also idealistic 
and transcendental in his views on ethical problems. He rejected with 
scorn, a true Calvinist scorn, the view held by the utilitarians, that the 
standard of good and bad is happiness or pleasure and insisted that 
goodness consists in acting in accordance with the eternal laws of God. 
‘‘Does not the whole wretchedness, the whole Atheism, as I call it, of 
man’s ways, in these generations, shadow itself for us in that unspeak- 
able, Life-philosophy of his — the pretension to be what he calls 
‘ happy ’? We construct our theory of Human Duties, not on any Great- 
est Nobleness Principle, never so mistaken, no, but on a Greatest- 
Happiness Principle.” 

Foolish soul! What Pact of [divine] Legislature was there that thou 
shouldst be Happy? A little while ago thou hadst no right to be at all. 
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What if thou wert born and predestined not to be Happy, but to be Unhappy! . . . 
There is in man a HIGHER than Love of Happiness: he can do without 
Happiness, and instead thereof find Blessedness. Was it not to preachforth 
this same HIGHER that sages and martyrs, the Poet and the Priest, in all 
times, have spoken and suifered; bearing testimony. . . of the Godlike that 
is in Man, and how in the Godlike only has he Strength and Freedom. . . , Love 
not Pleasure, love God.^^ 

Carlyle admired Kant enormously because of the latter’s insistence 
upon the supremacy of moral obligations. Carlyle seemingly felt that 
he was merely a disciple of Kant in these matters, but as we have al- 
ready seen, there is a great gulf between Kant and Cailyle on the ques- 
tion of the basis of rnorality.^^ Kant’s moral law is self-imposed ; Car- 
lyle’s moral law is ordained by God and known to man through his 
moral sense or his conscience. T. H. Green thought that moral goodness 
was self-realization. Carlyle, with his belief that man is a spark of 
the divinity, ought to have sympathized with this view — but his Cal- 
vinist upbringing was too strong for him. Morality, to him, was the 
subjection of self to the divine will. 

Carlyle’s views on “jurisprudence” were in close accord with his ideas 
on ethics. To be sure he had no interest in the technical side of the law, 
and rather despised “attorney-logic” as he called legal reasoning. But 
on many occasions he voiced the belief, shared with Kant, that human 
law must be based upon “natural law,” and to him natural law was the 
same as divine law. 

A divine message or eternal regulation of the universe, (here verily is, in 
regard to every conceivable procedure and affair of man.'^^. . . The Maker’s 
Laws, whether they are promulgated in Sinai Thunder, to the ear or imagina- 
tion, or quite otherwise promulgated, are the Laws of God; Transcendent, 
everlasting, imperatively demanding obedience from all men.^^ 

Austin and the utilitarians denied the existence of natural laws and 
asserted that positive laws, the laws passed by Parliament, were the only 
valid laws. To Carlyle such views were blasphemous. He insis'ed that 
there was a 

Law of Nature which the Law of England would vainly contend against 
in the long run.*^®. . . Practically men have come to imagine that the Laws of 
this Universe, like the laws of constitutional countries, are decided by voting. 

... It is an idle fancy. The laws of the Universe, of which the laws of England 
are not an exact transcript, though they should passionately study to become 
such, are fixed by the everlasting congruity of things, and are not fixable or 

changeable by voting I tell you ... it is a miserable blunder, this self- 

styled “law ” of theirs; and I for one will study either to have no concern with it, 
or else by all judicious methods to disobey such blundering impious pretended 
“law.” ” 
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Carlyle constantly contended not only that positive laws should be in 
accordance with divine law, but also that in the treatment of particular 
criminals the divine need for punishment and retribution should never 
be lost sight of. The pardoning, the ‘‘molly-coddling” of criminals, 
the erection for them of luxurious model prisons, was contrary to the 
divine command that crime be duly punished and expiated. ‘‘God 
Himself, we have always understood, ‘hates sin ’ with a most authentic, 
celestial, and eternal hatred. . . . Revenge, my friends! revenge, and the 
natural hatred of scoundrels, and the ineradicable tendency to revancher 
oneself upon them, and pay them what they have merited: this is for- 
evermore intrinsically a correct, and even a divine feeling in the mind of 
every man.” 

Carlyle was convinced that divine and natural laws are not inscruta- 
ble, but can be discerned by the minds and souls of man. ‘‘ Intellectual 
insight is the discernment of order in disorder; it is the discovery of the 
will of Nature, of God’s will.” Green thought that the content of 
natural law itself changed from time to time. Carlyle denied this. To 
him natural law, being divine law, was unchanging, but he readily ad- 
mitted that our knowledge and understanding of divine law (and hence 
its application in statute law) increased as mankind gained in wisdom 
and insight. ‘‘An ideal of right does dwell in all men, in all arrange- 
ments, actions, and procedures of men. It is to this ideal of right that 
human Society forever tends and struggles.” 

On most points Carlyle agreed with earlier thinkers in the matter of 
natural law. His doctrine that man should strive to make statute law 
coincide with natural law was a notion as old as Cicero. But on one 
point Carlyle introduced a relatively new idea — namely, that whether 
we wish it or not, whether we strive for it or not, statute law must in- 
evitably become closer and closer to natural law, because by the mys- 
terious workings of Providence ‘‘false” laws and nations which make 
‘‘false” laws inevitably collapse. Only those nations which do seek to 
pattern their laws upon natural laws wax stronger and stronger. Faith- 
fully following the divine law ‘‘said procedure or affair will prosper and 
have the whole universe to second it and carry it across the fluctuating 
contradictions to a victorious goal: not following this, mistaking this, 
disregarding this, destruction and wreck are certain for every affair.” 

Turning now from jurisprudence to politics proper — the study of the 
functions of the state and how it should be governed — we find Carlyle 
to be equally eloquent — or shall we say, equally grandiloquent. Car- 
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lyle, of course, was not a systematic thinker and he completely ignored 
many of the problems discussed by previous philosophers, but during 
the counse of his numerous books he touched incidentally upon most of 
the problems which interest political scientists. 

Carlyle nowhere directly deals with the problem of the origin of the 
state, but it is easy to see that he completely rejected the doctrine of the 
social contract. On several occasions he hinted that the origin of the 
state was in force or conquest. “ Politics are formed ; the weak submit- 
ting to the strong; with a willing loyalty, giving obedience tnat he may 
receive guidance.” But this by no means implies that to Carlyle the 
state was an evil thing, because he was certain that in most instances 
the conquerors, the users of force, were the agents of Providence. 

Tancrcd of Hautoville’s sons, some eight centuries ago, conquered all Italy; 
bound it up in organic masses, of vital order after a sort; founded thrones and 
principalities upon the same. . . . The Tancrerl Normans were some Four 
Thousand strong; the Italy they conquered in oinm fight ... miglit count 
Eight Millions; all as large of hone, as eupeptic and black-whiskered as they. 
How came this small minority of Normans to prevail in so hop^‘lcss-looking 
debate? Intrinsic ally, doubt it not, . . . because, in a dim, instinctiv^% but 
most genuine manner, they were doing the commandment of Heaven, and so 
Heaven had decided they were to prevail. 

In a vague and rather confused way Carlyle preached the doctrine so 
dear to T. H. Green, namely,. that though the state starts with conquest, 
no state can endure unless the conquerors look after the welfare of the 
conquered. Sooner or later the conquerors lose their power as the result 
of revolution unless their actions make for the increase of the common 
welfare. To this extent, and to this extent only, did Carlyle accept the 
doctrine that government rests upon the consent of the goverm^d. 

Conciuest, indeed, is a fact often witnessed; conquest, which seems mere 
wrong and force, everywhere asserts itself as a right among men. Yet if we 
examine, we shall find that, in this world, no conquest could ever become 
permanent, which did not withal show itself beneficial to the conquered as 

well as to the conquerors The Romans, having conquered the world, held 

it conquered, because they could best govern the world; the mass of men found 
it nowise pressing to revolt; their fancy ihight be aflheted more or less, but in 
their solid interests they were better off than before.*^ 

'‘Nothing which is unjust can hope to continue in this world.” “ As 
long as the conquerors rule justly and wisely, the conquered are content 
to be ruled by them, even though the rulers are not of the conquered 's 
own choosing. But once the conquerors cease to be just, the conquered 
sooner or later rise up in revolt and the conquerors lose their power. 
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'‘Nakedness, hunger, distress of all kinds, death itself have been cheer- 
fully suffered when the heart was right. It is the feeling of injustice that 
is insupportable to all men. No man can bear it or ought to bear it.’' 
For this reason Carlyle felt that the French Revolution, being “a revolt 
of the oppressed lower classes against the oppressing and neglecting 
upper classes,” was both inevitable and justifiable. Apart from dif- 
ferences in phraseology, Carlyle and T. H. Green are very much alike on 
this point. 

On the question of individualism versus etatism Carlyle occupied a 
very peculiar position. The older liberals, Locke and Bentham, thought 
that the individual was superior to the state, and that, apart from crimi- 
nal actions, the state should exercise no control over the individual. The 
etatists, such as Hegel and his followers (presently to be considered) be- 
lieved that the state was superior to the individual — that the individu- 
al’s chief purpose in life was to serve as a subordinate unit in a greater 
whole; that the state was an end in itself, and that for the end of the 
state to be carried out, the state must control all individual actions. 
Carlyle accepted none of these ideas. His position can best be sum- 
marized as state-regulated individualism. 

In many ways Carlyle was a thoroughgoing individualist. He was con- 
vinced that each man was an end in himself and not the means to an end. 
Not once did he glorify the state as an end in itself, to w hich the individ- 
ual must be subordinated. To him the state was merely the means 
whereby the latent potentiality of each person could best be developed. 
Unlike even the semi-etatists, such as Kant and Green, Carlyle dismissed 
with scorn the notion of the general will. He denied even the very exist- 
ence of the general will as a separate entity. To him the only true mean- 
ing that could be attached to the term general will was public opinion — 
the thoughts and desires of the people — and Carlyle was exceedingly 
disdainful of public opinion. One of his essays. Signs of the Times, was 
devoted in large measure to the notion that man should rely neither on 
nature nor on public opinion but on himself. 

Carlyle was a reformer. But the reform in which he was primarily in- 
terested was not the reorganization of the state or of the machinery of 
government (though he had definite notions on these matters), but moral 
reform, a reform of the ideas and aspirations of each man — essentially 
an individualist concept. In his own time Carlyle was best known as an 
historian, but his view of history was essentially individualistic. He 
was not interested in the rise, growth, and decay of nations. History to 
him was “the biography of great men.” To him Luther and Goethe 
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were more interesting and more important than Germany; Cromwell 
more important than England. Carlyle’s individualistic tendency wa? 
also evident in his views on immortality. Fichte, Carlyle’s master on 
many points, was content with an impersonal immortality — the “little 
self” being merged with the “universal self.” Not so Carlyle. To him 
immortality was valueless unless it meant the continued existence of 
the separate, discrete individual. 

Carlyle was thus an ultra-individualist. But he differed radically 
from the old liberal individualists. The old liberals meant by individ- 
ualism that a man had a right to do as he pleased as long as he did not 
interfere with the rights of other persons. To Carlyle, on the other hand 
(as to T. H. Green), “the primary fundamental right of man is the right 
to become what he is intended to be, the right to develop his inborn 
potentialities of goodness and beauty.” The individual, being a spark 
of divinity, should lead a divine life. If for any reason, such as ignorance 
or indolence, the individual refuses to live up to his potentialities, to his 
true self, he should be compelled to do so — either by his close associates 
or by the state. 

Green stated that true freedom was the freedom to do the thing worth 
doing. Very close to this was Carlyle’s own definition of freedom. 
“Surely of all rights of man this right of the ignorant man to be guided 
by the wiser, to be, gently or forcibly, held in the true course by him, is 
the indisputablest.” 

Liberty? The true liberty of a man . . . consisted in his finding out, or being 
forced to find out, the right path, and to walk thereon. To learn, or to be 
taught, what work he actually was able for; and then by permission, per- 
suasion, and even compulsion, to set about doing the same. . . . You do not 
allow a palpable madman to leap over precipices; you violate his liberty, you 
that are wise; and keep him, were it in strait- waistcoats, away from the 
precipices! Every' stupid, every cowardly and fociish man is but a less 
palpable madman: his true liberty were that a wiser man, that any and every 
wiser man, could, by brass collars, or in whatever milder or sharper way, lay 
hold of him when he was going wrong, and order and compel him to go a 
little righter.®® 

The end of society is not the erection of an abstract entity called the 
state, but is the development, if necessary the forcible development, of 
the divine potentialities within each man. This was Carlyle’s variation 
of the individualist doctrine. Carlyle proceeded to give many illustra- 
tions of his doctrine. The “true” development of the individual re- 
quires that he work; so Carlyle argued that every individual should be 
compelled to work. No man “who will not work according to what 
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ability the gods have given him for working has the smallest right to eat 
pumpkin, or to any fraction of land that will grow pumpkin, however 
plentiful such land may be; but has ... a right to be compelled ... to do 
competent work for his living. ... If it be his own indolence that prevents 
and prohibits him [from working], then his own indolence is the enemy 
he must be delivered from: [that is] the first ‘right’ he has.” 

With this concept of liberty, it is not surprising that Carlyle glorified 
the educational value of drilling and the moral role of the drill sergeant. 

Beyond all other schooling . . . one often wishes the entire Poi)ulation could 
be thoroughly drilled; into co-operative movement; into individual behavior, 
correct, precise, and at once habitual and orderly. . . . The one Official Person, 
royal, sacerdotal, scholastic, governmental, of our times, who is still thor- 
oughly a truth and a reality, and not in great part a hypothesis and worn- 
out humbug ... is the Drill-Sergeant who is master of his work, and who will 
perform it.^ 

Carlyle’s belief in ‘‘regulated individualism” made him an enemy of 
laissez /(lire and all doctrines associated with laissez faire. To Carlyle 
laissez faire was ‘‘organized anarchy.” ‘‘ Is not Laissez-faire ... as good 
as an abdication on the part of governors; an admission that they are 
hencefore incompetent to govern?” ‘‘To button your pockets and 
stand still is no complex recipe. iMissez faire, laissez passer! Whatever 
goes on, ought it net to go on ; ‘the widow picking nettles for her children’s 
dinner; and the perfunu'd seigneur delicately lounging in the Oeil-du- 
Boeuf, who has an alchemy whereby he will extract from her the third 
nettle, and name it rent and law’?” ‘‘Reader, did you ever hear of 
‘ Constituted Anarchy ’ ? Anarchy, the choking, sweltering, deadly, and 
killing rule of No-rule; the consecration of cupidity, and braying folly, 
and dim stupidity and baseness, in most of the affairs of men? Slop- 
shirts attainable three halfpence cheaper by the ruin of living bodies 
and immortal souls?” 

With the arguments, well known to present-day Americans from the 
pamphlets of the Liberty League, that laissez faire is identical with 
liberty and that to destroy laissez faire is to destroy liberty, Carlyle had 
no patience. 

What shall we do with all this of British Liberty, Voluntary Principle, 
Dangers of Centralization, and the like? . . . For British Liberty it seems, 
the people cannot be taught to read. British liberty, shuddering to interfere 
with the rights of capital, takes six or eight millions [of pounds] annually to 
feed the idle laborer whom it dare not employ. For British Liberty we live 
over poisonous cesspools, gully-drains, and detestable abominations and 
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omnipotent London can not sweep the dirt out of itself If these are the 

results of British Liberty, I, for one, move we should lay it on the shelf a 
little, and look out for something other and farther.®* 

Carlyle vehemently rejected the notion, so dear to many of the older 
liberals, that the chief function of government is the protection of prop- 
erty. Government exists rather for the protection of the whole man, his 
body, his health, his capacity for work, his soul.®'^ Carlyle was equally 
violent in his denunciation of the “freedom of contract” based upon the 
economic laws of supply and demand. Adam Smith and Bentham had 
argued that freedom of contract worked for the betterment of all classes, 
laborers as well as capitalists. Carlyle pointed out that in actuality 
freedom of contract worked out in the form of hopeless poverty and 
crushing misery for the underprivileged classes. 

The master of horses, when the summer labor is done, has to feed the 
horses through the winter. If he said to his honses: 

“Quadrupeds, I have no longer work for you; but work exists abundantly 
over the world: are you ignorant (or must I read you Political-Economy 
Let lures) that the Steam-engine alwayvS in the long-run creates additional 
work? Railways are forming in one (|uarter of this earth, canals in another, 
much cartage is wanted; somewhere in Europe, Asia, Africa, or America, 
doubt it not, ye will find cartage, go and seek ('artage, and good go with you.” 
They, with protrusive upper lip, snort dubious; signifying that Europe, 
Asia, Africa, and America lie somewhat out of their beat; that what cartage 
may be wanted there is not too well known to them. They can find no cart- 
age. I'hey gallop distracted along highways, all fenced in to the right and 
to the left, finally, under pains of hunger, they take to lea]nng fences, eating 
foreign property, and — we know the rest. Ah, it is not a joyful mirth, it is 
sadder than tears, the laugh Humanity is forced to, at Lais sez fa ire applied 
to poor peasants, in a world like our Euro[)e. . . . ®* 

Carlyle was convinced that where free competition, buying in the 
cheapest and selling in the dearest market, results in the mental, moral, 
or physical detriment of the population as a whole, it should be pro- 
hibited by law — ■ that when freedom of contract results in the actual en- 
slavement of the laboring classes it should be stopped. In place of the 
right of the laborer to hire himself out at will, the right of the capitalist 
to hire and fire laborers at will, Carlyle argued in favor of a permanent or 
at least a semi-permanent Ton tract between laborers on one side and 
landlords and industrialists on the other. 

In such an arrangement the laborer would be compelled to work, and 
to work hard, under pain of punishment or starvation. At the same 
time the capitalist would be forced to pay his laborers a living wage — 
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not merely a subsistence wage — provide for their health, for adequate 
living quarters, irrespective of what the world market might be at the 
moment. In such an arrangement the capitalist would be able to dis- 
charge his workers only for deliberate shirking or gross moral turpitude. 
Last but not least Carlyle advocated some form of profit-sharing. “ May 
not your Master-Worker find it possible, and needful, to grant his 
Workers permanent interest in his enterprise and theirs?" 

Carlyle believed that much reform could come from private enter- 
prise, quite apart from state intervention. “Managing the Working 
Classes will, it is very clear, have to be solved by those who stand 
practically in the middle of it; by those who themselves work and pre- 
side over work." Not infrequently he alluded to the possibility of 
idealistic landlords and idealistic “captains of industry" doing an 
enormous amount of good, working voluntarily within their own do- 
main. Nevertheless, Carlyle was convinced that the main responsi- 
bility for improvement of conditions rests with the national government 
— that it is the duty of the government forcibly to bring about reforms 
where private initiative fails. “Not misgovernnicnt, nor yet no- 
government, only government will now serve." After all “what is 
the end of Government? To guide men in the way wherein they should 
go — towards their true good in this life, the portal of infinite good in a 
life to come?" 

Carlyle made no attempt to propose in detail all the things which an 
ideal government should engage in. But from one 01 two suggestions 
he made, it is clear that he thought the government should assume a 
thoroughly paternalistic attitude towards its subjects. He believed 
there was no sphere in which the state should not be permitted to func- 
tion. “The State as it gets into the track of its real work will find that 
same expand into whole continents of new unexpected, most blessed 
activity." 

Carlyle advocated compulsory education in state-run schools at a 
time when this was considered rather revolutionary. “Legislative . . . 
interferences not a few between the workers and the Master Workers . . . 
are indispensable." Factory inspeetprs, mine inspectors, sanitary 
inspectors are also necessary. “The legislature, even as it now is, could 
order all dingy Manufacturing Towns to cease from their soot and dark- 
ness, to let in the blessed sunlight, the blue of Heaven . . ., to burn their 
coal-smoke. . . . Baths, free air, a wholesome temperature, ceilings 
twenty feet high." 

It was the task of the government to go into the whole problem of 
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distribution. **Let inventive men cease to spend their existence inces^ 
santly contriving how cotton can be made cheaper; and try to invent, a 
little, how cotton at its present cheapness could be somehow justlier 
divided among us.” It was the task of the government to supervise 
and regulate the operation of all private commerce and industry in the 
interests of the common welfare. In addition the government had a 
further, more direct duty to perform. The state should conscript all 
paupers and idlers, make of them “soldiers of industry,” and put them 
to work in government-operated industries, keeping them at v;ork there 
until such time as they could find employment in private industry. 
These government-operated industries would serve a twofold purpose; 
— they would do away with unemployment and undeserving abject 
poverty; at the same time they would serve as a model, a yardstick to 
private industry. 

Mill-operatives, all manner of free operatives, . . . they, seeing such example 
of it§ blessedness, will say, ‘'Masters, you must regiment us a little; make our 
interests with you permanent a little inste.id of temporary and riomadic; 
we will enlist with the State otherwise/* This will go on, on the one hand, 
while the State-operation goes on, on the other: thus will all Masters of Work- 
men, private Captains of Industry, be forced to incessantly co-operate with 
the State and its public Captains; they regimenting in their way, the State in 
its way, with ever- widening field; till their fields meet (so to speak) and coal- 
esce, and there be no unnginiented worker, or such only as are fit to re- 
main unregimented. ... 

Turning now from the problem of the scope and functions of the state 
to the other great problem of political philosophy — Shall the control 
of the state rest with the many, the few, or the one? — we find that 
Carlyle occupied a rather peculiar position. He could agree neither 
with the old Tories nor the old liberals in the answers they gave to this 
question. 

The old Tories defended absolute monarchy, kings ruling by divine 
right, the iniquity of rebellion, the indefeasible rights of an hereditary 
nobility, the duty of the lower classes to stay in the station where God 
had placed them. Many Tories, especially the Continental Tories, 
were violent in their opposition to representative government, and 
denounced Parliament and all its works. The old liberals, on the other 
hand, looked with deep distrust both on kings and on the aristocracy. 
Many of them demanded that both monarchy and the order of nobility 
be abolished. They demanded that all power be placed in the House 
of Commons, a house elected by universal suffrage. 



196 IDEALISM AND ABSOLUTISM 

Carlyle was vociferous in his tlenunciation of both these political 
philosophies. He agreed that certain kings, such as William the Con- 
queror or Tancred’s sons, had secured their thrones through the mys- 
terious workings of Providence (as shown by these monarchs securing 
military victories) ; hence, in one sense at least, it could be said that they 
ruled by “divine right.** But Carlyle was not enamored of hereditary 
monarchy. He pointed out that many of the descendants of the rulers 
“by divine right’* were cruel, unjust, or idle and dissipated men. Such 
men, in his opinion, certainly could not be said to rule by divine right, 
in fact, had no right to rule at all. Contrary to the Tories, contrary 
even to Kant, Carlyle preached that the people have a perfect right to 
rise up in rebellion against such rulers and depose them. 

Similarly, Carlyle had no great love for the hereditary aristocracy. 
He felt a great respect for the earls and barons of earlier times and 
believed that they richly deserved the powers and the wealth granted 
them; but for the idle and dissipated descendants of these ancient lords, 
he had only words of scorn. In later life, when (.'arlyle, the pea.sant’s 
son, became the dinner companion and friend of the nobility, he found 
that some of its members were not so bad, and e*ven wrote: “ Indeed, in 
spite of lamentable exceptions too visible all round, my vote would still 
be that . . . there was still no class among us intrinsically so valuable and 
recommendable [as our Aristocracy].** For the most part, however, 
Carlyle looked with dislike and disdain upon the idle and effete aris- 
tocracy who drew vast revenues from their broad acres and served 
society in no effective way whatever. “What do these highly beneficed 
individuals do to society for their wages? Kill partridges. Can this 
last? No, by the soul that is in man, it cannot and will not and shall 
not. . . . Eleven thousand souls a day in Paisley alone living on three 
halfpence a day and the governors of England all busy shooting part- 
ridges.’’ Some of the older writers, such as Burke, claimed that the 
idle aristocracy was at least the backbone of literature and culture. 
Carlyle insisted that this so-called culture was worthless, that it was 
based upon and derived from novel reading. 

Carlyle was even more vehement in his attacks upon the new indus- 
trial aristocracy, the men who had made their money and acquired their 
positions as the result of success 1n commerce and industry. They con- 
stituted, to be sure, a working aristocracy as opposed to the landowning, 
unworking aristocracy, but most of the work they did was evil. “‘My 
starving workers?* answers the rich millowner. ‘Did I not pay them, 
to the last sixpence, the sum covenanted for? What have I to do with 
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them more?’ Verily Mammon-worship is a melancholy creed. When 
Cain, for his own behoof, had killed Abel, and was questioned, * Where 
is thy brother?' he too made answer ‘Am I my brother's keeper?'” 
Surely the government of England could not be entrusted to such men 
as these. “Are these your pattern men? They are your lucky (or 
unlucky) Gamblers swollen big . . . Paltry Adventurers, for the most 
part, worthy of no worship.” 

Carlyle had many hard things to say about Parliament, but unlike 
many Tories, especially the Continental Tories, who wished to abolish 
all representative assemblies, he insisted that a popularly elected Parlia- 
ment performed a useful and even necessary function. 

Surely not in England only, where the Institution is like second nature to 
us, but in all countries where men have attained any civilization, it is good 
that there be a Parliament. Morning Newspapers and other temporary or 
permanent changes of circumstances, may change and almost infinitely abridge 
its function but they can never abolish it Votes of men are worth collect- 

ing, if convenient. True, their opinions are generally of little wisdom...; 
but their instincts, where these can be deciphered, are wise and human; these, 
hidden under the noisy utterance of what they call ol)inions, are the unspoken 
sense of man's heart, and well worth attending to.^^^ 

In defending the right of revolution, in attacking the idle, landowning 
aristocracy and the selfish, money-grubbing “millocracy,” in supporting 
])arliamentary institutions, Carlyle departed from the old Tory beliefs 
and allied himself with the radical liberals. But Carlyle was far from 
being a liberal, for the liberals, especially the nineteenth century 
liberals, were thoroughgoing democrats and believed that the govern- 
ment of the people should rest in the hands of the people — and this 
belief Carlyle violently attacked. 

To Carlyle democracy had only a negative, never a positive value. 
Democracy could and should destroy the evils of unjust despotism and 
arrogant and selfish oligarchy, but it could never create anything of 
value to take their place. Democracy is useful in that it aids to tear 
down the old evil, but it is only a halfway step, for it cannot create the 
new good. 

In democracy can lie no finality With the completest winning of de- 

mocracy there is nothing yet won. . . . Democracy is, by the nature of it, a 
self-cancelling business; and gives in the long-run a net result of zero}^^ 

Historically speaking, I believe there was no nation could subsist upon 
Democracy. Where no government is wanted, save that of the parish- 
constable, as in America with its boundless soil, every man being able to find 
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work and recompense for himself, democracy may subsist, not elsewhere, 
except briefly, as a swift transition towards something other and farther. . . 
In Rome and Athens, as elsewhere, if we look practically, we shall find that 
it was not l>y loud voting and debating of many, but by wise insight and order- 
ing of a few that the work was done. So is it ever, so will it ever be,^^® 

Carlyle thought that good government meant wise government and 
wisdom was not to be found in the ignorant mob. To find out truth and 
wisdom by counting noses was ridiculous. To him the twenty-seven 
millions who then inhabited England were “mostly fools.” To seek 
from them or their elected representatives the answers to the compli- 
cated problems of government was senseless. As for women, “the 
Lord made them fools to match the men.” Democracy, being based 
upon the idea of equality, was absurd, blasphemously absurd. For 
could anyone argue that a Quashee Nigger was equal to Socrates or 
Shakespeare; Judas Iscariot to Jesus Christ? 

Carlyle, as we have seen, denied the Tory doctrine of rulership by 
hereditary monarchy and aristocracy, and the liberal doctrine of 
government by manhood suffrage. What then was his solution of the 
problem of government? We may answer in a word — government of 
the people, for the people, by a true aristocracy of talent. Carlyle 
agreed with the liberals, rather than with the Tories, in claiming that 
government should be for the benefit of the whole population rather 
than for a privileged few. He was democratic in believing that talent 
was to be sought ■ — nay must be sought — from among all classes and 
sections and not merely from among the children of the rich and well- 
born. The old regime in France was wrong because the leaders in the 
army and in the affairs of state were chosen from a limited group. 
Many of the world’s greatest men came from the lower classes — men 
such as Luther or Napoleon (Carlyle modestly refrained from adding 
his own name to the list). Granting ’ The tools to him who can use 
them,” irr(‘spective of his social or financial background, was, in Carlyle’s 
opinion, Napoleon’s one great contribution to modern life. 

But once this true aristocracy, this aristocracy of talent, has been 
selected, the management of affairs must be left completely in their 
hands, without interference on the part of the general populace or mob. 
“One thing I do know, and can assert with great confidence, supported 
by the whole Universe . . . that the few wise will have by one method 
or another to take command of the innumerable foolish; that they 
must be got to take it.” “Obedience, little as many may consider 
that side of the matter, is the primary duty of man. . . . Parents, teachers. 
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superiors, leaders, these all creatures recognize as deserving obedience. 
Recognized or unrecognized, a man has his superiors, a regular hierarchy 
above him, extending up degree above degree to Heaven itself, and 
God the Maker, who made His world, not for anarchy, but for rule and 
order.'* 

Some of the old liberals, such as Montesquieu and Jefferson, were 
perfectly willing to admit the natural inequality of man or even to 
admit that the wise and the talented are in the minority. But they 
were optimistic enough to think that the many foolish, in a frep election, 
would choose as their governors or representatives the few wise ones. 
Carlyle did not share this belief. He thought the many foolish will in- 
variably choose a fool or else an unscrupulous knave to represent them. 
“If of ten men nine are recognizable as fools, which is a common cal- 
culation, how, in the name of wonder, will you ever get a ballot box to 
grind you out a wisdom from the votes of these ten men?” 

As the nation could not secure its true governors, its real aristocrats 
by balloting, it was obvious that some other method of selection had to 
be adopted. Carlyle was rather vague on this point, but he did offer 
one or two concrete proposals. He wished to have an administrative 
hierarchy, a permanent civil service, with a great deal of independent 
power, appointed by the state on the basis of merit. Moreover, the 
members of the cabinet, the secretaries or ministers of all departments, 
should be appointed because of their real ability and not from among 
the politicians. 

Parliament, as we have seen, was not to be abolished. Carlyle would, 
however, radically limit the franchise, and in addition to the elected 
members, the higher members of the civil service should automatically 
have a seat in the House of Commons. These men, the intt llectual 
aristocracy of the nation, should seek to guide the destiny of the ship 
of state. Parliament, with its majority of elected members, might well 
be consulted on matters of general policy, but government, the drafting 
and administering of the laws, should be in the hands of the non-political 
administration. 

Carlyle hoped to use this new aristocracy of talent as a nucleus in 
bringing about a reorganization of society. In this reorganization he 
wished, above all, to revivify and revitalize the older aristocracies, the 
landowning and industrial aristocracies. The landowning aristocracy 
was to be no longer idle, partridge-shooting, novel-reading parasites, but 
real leaders of the agricultural community. The industrial aristocracy 
was to be lured away from the worship of Mammon, and its memberi 
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were to become the captains of an industry devoted to the service of 
man.^^° 

Carlyle preferred the few wise to -the many foolish, but his passion 
for hierarchy drove him to look for an all-wise one at the top of his social 
and political pyramid. Carlyle rejected the blind worship of hereditary 
kings, but he insisted that real leadership must rest in the hands of a 
single person — a king, in fact, whether his title be that of monarch, 
dictator, president, or lord protector. “Yes, friends^ Hero-kings, and a 
whole world not unheroic — there lies the port and happy haven, 
towards which, through all these stormtossed seas, . . . the Supreme 
Powers are driving us.” Through all this period of messy democracy 
Carlyle looked forward to the time when “there will again he a King 
in Israel; a system of Order and Government; and every man shall, in 
some measure, see himself constrained to do that which is right in the 
King’s eyes.’’ Once we are fortunate enough to secure for ourselves 
this leader, the whole government must be reorganized. Parliament 
will not, indeed, be abolished, but it will become an advisory not a 
governing body — the problem of governing being handed over to the 
Hero-king. 

Unfortunately Carlyle proposed no system for S('curing this hero- 
king. Hero-kingship was not and could not be hereditary. Democracy, 
being what it is, the people cannot be trust(‘d to elect hcToes to be their 
monarchs, though when the hero-king docs arise the people will prob- 
ably recognize and obey him. But though Carlyle refus(‘d to tell us 
how we should secure our king, wc note that most of the men whom 
Carlyle recognized as hero-kings in the past secured their position 
through the force of their armies. Cromwell and Napoleon, two of 
Carlyle’s hero-kings, rose from nothing to supreme power through 
military success. William the Norman and Frederick the Great, two 
other men recognized as hero-kings by Carlyle, both started as rulers 
by hereditary right, but both achieved their greatness, their right to be 
considered heroes, by conquest. Running all through Carlyle’s books 
is the hint that at some period of national crisis, when the state seems 
near collapse, a hero will arise who will seize supreme power and in- 
stall himself as dictator, ruling thereafter for the benefit of the whole 
people. 

When we read Carlyle and then look to the later developments in 
European politics, no one can fail to be struck by the fact that C'arlyle’s 
works appear to be little more than a prelude to Naziism and Hitler. 
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Carlyle preached to the English, but his sermons were taken seriously 
not by the English, but by the Germans. 

Hitler, like Carlyle, despises laissez faire and believes in an all-power- 
ful state controlling and regulating the activities of both rich and poor. 
Hitler, like Carlyle, believes that agriculture, industry, and commerce 
should not be completely nationalized, but should be forced to submit 
to the dictates of the state. Hitler, like Carlyle, believes in the regi- 
mentation of labor and in the organization of labor on a national basis 
Hitler, like Carlyle, despises the machinery of democratic government, 
but Hitler, like Carlyle, has little use for the old hereditary monarchy 
or for the old hereditary aristocracy. Like Carlyle, moreover. Hitler 
])elieves that the hereditary aristocracy and the captains of industry, 
duly purged and revivified, can be made to fit into the new order of 
things, an order based upon an aristocracy of talent (the members and 
l(\ulers of tlie Nazi Party), headed by an all-wise, all-powerful hei^o- 
(hetator. Hitler, no doubt, feels that he has shown that Carlyle was 
right in supposing that in a time of crisis a hero-king can and will 
spontaneously arise. 

The resemblance between Carlyle’s political philosophy and Naziism 
is rendered even more striking by the fact that even in less important 
(ha ails there is a strong parallelism — in some cases complete identity. 

Carlyle, like the modern Nazis, claimed that a sound state, a sound 
political organization, must be based upon feeling, not intellect; upon 
an unconscious urge to action, not upon a metaphysical analysis of 
ideologies. 'Hn the body politic, as in the animal body, the sign of 
right performance is unconsciousness. ... In all vital things men dis- 
tinguish an artificial and a natural. . . . The artificial is the conscious 
mechanical; the natural is the unconscious dynamical. . . . The artificial 
society is precisely one which knows its own structure. Not in watch- 
ing, not in knowing which, but in working outwardly to the fulfilment 
of its aim does the well-being of a society consist. ... If the mystic sig- 
nificance of the state . . . dwells vitally in every heart . . . how should it 
stand by self-questioning. It must rush outward and express itself by 
work.” 

Carlyle, like the modern Nazis, was a believer in force and strength. 
Running all through his writings was the notion that might and right 
tended to be identical. Carlyle did, indeed, reject the idea that might 
is necessarily right, but he did claim that right is mighty, that right in 
the long run is stronger and more forceful than wrong. As a result of 
this attitude, he came to believe that the victor, the conqueror was in- 
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evitably better than the defeated. “Might and right, so frightfully 
discrepant at first, are ever in the long-run one and the same.” “The 
strong thing is the just thihg ... It has the might and the right. By 
the same great law do Roman Empires establish themselves . . . and all 
extant Powers bear rule.” 

Brute conquest of one nation by another was not, in Carlyle’s opinion, 
necessarily wrong; in fact it was usually right. Taking English history 
as an example, he argued: 

Whose land was this of Britain^ God’s, who made it, his and no others. 
Who of God’s creatures had the right to live in it? The wolves and the 
bison? Yes, they; till one with a better right showed himself. The Celt . . . 
arrived pretending to have a better right, and did accordingly, not without 
pain to the bisons, make good the same. He had a better right to that piece 
of God’s land, namely a better might to turn it to use. . . . The bisons disap- 
peared, the Celts took possession and tilled. Forever was it to be? . . . No 
property is eternal but God the Maker’s; whom Heaven permits to take 
possession, his is the right; Heaven’s sanction is such permission while it 
lasts.*''^ Heaven permitted the Saxons to drive out the Celts; heaven per- 
mitted the Normans to conquer and rule over the Saxons, hence the Saxons 
and the Normans had a perfect to do what they did. We may drop a 
tear of sympathy for the expelled C'elts, for the conquered Saxons, and yet, on 
the whole, what can we say but that the cause which pleased the Gods has 
in the end to please Cato also.'^** [And by Cato, Carlyle meant any philo- 
sophical historian or statesman.) 

Carlyle spoke in terms of English history; the Nazi talks in terms of 
German expansion in Central Europe — but the basic philosophy is 
the same. 

With this attitude towards war and conquest, it is not surprising to 
find that Carlyle was an ardent imperialist. Most of the traditional 
liberals were opposed to the extension of the British Empire by force 
of arms. The utilitarians were “little Englanders” almost to a man and 
believed that England should liberate even those colonies which she 
already possessed. Carlyle was scornful of this attitude. He was con- 
vinced that England has been appointed by God to “civilize,” that is, 
to conquer and administer a large portion of the world. “Sugar 
islands, spice islands, Indias, Canadas — these by the real decree of 
Heaven were ours.” He was horrified at the thought of letting the 
colonies slip away even though economically they were unprofitable. 
They must be retained at all costs. “Shame on us for unworthy sons 
of brave fathers if we do not. Brave fathers by valiant blood and 
sweat purchased for us from the bounty of Heaven rich possessions in 



all zones; and we wretched imbeciles cannot do the function of ad- 
ministering them.” 

Carlyle argued that though the colonies might be costly for the 
moment, eventually they would form a bulwark economically for 
England. “Hostile tariffs will arise, to shut us out, and then again 
will fall, to let us in, but the Sons of England, speakers of the English 
language, will in all times have the ineradicable predisposition to trade 
with England.” Carlyle not only wished to keep the colonies in 
name; he also wished to keep effective control over them. The idea of 
granting them complete self-government (what is now called dominion 
status) was obnoxious to him. Carlyle was horrified to hear of an in- 
dependence movement in Canada; more horrified still to hear that the 
British Governor General, England’s agent in that region, did nothing 
about it. “Majesty’s Chief Governor seeming to take it as a perfectly 
open question; Majesty’s Chief Governor in fact seldom appearing on 
the scene at all except to receive the impact of a few rotten eggs on 
occasion and then duck in again to his private contemplation.” 

Carlyle was perfectly willing to permit the establishment of colonial 
Parliaments to give advice to the various governors, but he felt' that 
real control of affairs should remain with these governors sent out from 
England. “Wherever there are born kings of men, you had better seek 
them out and breed them to this work.” Were this done we should 
soon find that “the Imperial Mother and her constitutionally obedient 
daughters was not a red tape fiction provoking bitter mockery as at 
present, but a blessed God’s fact destined to fill half the world with its 
fruits one day.” 

Another marked point of resemblance between Carlyle and the 
modern Nazis is the belief in the innate superiority of certain races over 
others resulting in the notion that certain races are predestined to rule 
over others. The old liberals thought all mankind to be more or less 
alike, and one race as good as another. Not so Carlyle. He was con- 
vinced that the Negro was and always would be mentally inferior lo the 
white man. Because of this fact Carlyle defended Negro slavery, on 
the ground that it was in accord with the eternal laws of God. But 
even amongst the whites Carlyle felt that some peoples (we should now 
say races) were far superior to others. To his mind ‘the Romans were 
intrinsically superior to the Greeks and hence were heaven-destined to 
conquer the latter. 

He was sure that the Germanic peoples (including the Anglo-Saxons) 
were far superior to the Celts. For all his interest in and admiration 
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of the French, he felt that they were definitely inferior to the modern 
Germanic peoples, the Germans and English. “That noble, patient, 
deep, pious, and solid Germany should at length be welded together 
into a nation and become Queen of the Continent instead of vaporing, 
vainglorious, gesticulating, quarrelsome, restless and ever sensitive 
France seems to me the hopefullest public fact that has occurred in 
my time.” Last but not least, great as the Germans were, the 
English, in Carlyle’s opinion, were even greater. Let the (jermans rule 
over Europe, but let the English rule over the world. 

One final point of resemblance between Carlyle and the Nazis de- 
serves to be mentioned. Carlyle was a theoretical and not a practical 
man, so he never attempted to organize a political party which aimed 
at seizing control over the state and reorganizing it to suit his ideals. 
Nevertheless, from several of his remarks on minority parties and the 
sacred role such parties had played in history, one feels sure that Carlyle 
would have applauded the formation — and the tactics — of the Nazi 
group in Germany. 

I have known minorities, and even small ones by the account of heads, do 
grand national feats long memorable to all the world. . . . Witness Cromwell 
and his Puritans; a minority at all times. . .; yet the authors and saviors, as 
it ultimately proved, of whatsoever is divinest in the things wc can still reckon 
ours in laigland. Minority by tale of heads; but weighed in Heaven’s 
balances, a most clear majority. . . . Indeed it is on such terms that grand 
national and ol her f(‘ats, by the sons of Adam, are generally done. Not with- 
out risk and labor to the doers of them; no surely, for it never was an easy 
matter to do the real will of a Nation, much more the real will of this Universe 
in respect to a Nation. No, that is difiicult and heroic; easy as it is to count 
the \'oting heads of a Nation at any time, and do the behests of the'ir beer and 
balderdash; empty behests, very dilferent from their “will,” j)oor blockheads, 
to say nothing of the Nation’s will, and the Univt rse’s will!''^® 

One has only to substitute the words “Hitler” for “Cromwell,” “the 
Nazis” for “the Puritans,” and “(rennany” for “England” to get an 
almost perfect exposition of the Nazi creed. 
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CHAPTER VI 


The Political Philosophy of 
Johann Gottlieb Fichte 


Kant and the two English thinkers who took over many of Kant's 
ideas, Carlyle and Green, mark an important break in the old liberal 
tradition. With all these thinkers the old complete individualism was 
rejected and greater emphasis laid upon the importance and power of 
the state. All three, moreover, refused to give com[)lete adherence to 
the old liberal doctrine of democracy and espoused to a greater or to a 
lesser extent the cause of authoritarianism. These three therefore, 
Kant, Carlyle, and Green, must be regarded as the forerunners of 
etatism, but none of these three were etatists in the modern sense of 
the word. Kant’s objection to paternalism in government, his insist- 
ence that man be treated as an end in himself and not as the means to 
an end (the state), his dislike of a social or political hierarchy, were in- 
consistent with complete etatism. Green came far closer to etatism in 
stressing the supremacy of society over the individual, but even he 
rejected complete etatism by making society more important than the 
state, and by preferring democratic to authoritarian control. Carlyle 
came the closest to complete etatism with his drill-sergeant authori- 
tarianism and his belief in regulation and control of all things by the 
state. But even Carlyle was a thoroughgoing individualist at heart 
and regarded the state as a means to an end and not as the supreme end 
m itself. 

It was left for two German thinkers, strongly influenced by Kant, 
Fichte and Hegel, to take over the political philosophy of their mastei 
and develop it into complete radical etatism in a form so consistent and 
so persuasive that their systems served as models for all the later etatist 
thinkers both in the nineteenth and in the twentieth centuries. Nor 
was their influence confined merely to the world of speculation. Bis- 
marck in the eighteen-sixties and seventies was merely applying in the 
realm of practical politics the principles of Fichte and Hegel. More 
important still, the present-day totalitarian and authoritarian govern- 
ments in Europe, the Fascist regime in Italy, the Nazi regime in Ger- 
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many, are little more than further developments and applications of 
the ideas enunciated in the Fichtean and Hegelian philosophies. 

Fichte is one of the most interesting figures in political philosophy. 
Born in 1762 and dying in 1814, he was a son both of the eighteenth and 
of the nineteenth centuries. Not only in his life but in his philosophy 
and in his political ideas he represents an important link between the 
two eras. As a young man (in the eighteenth century) he was not merely 
an adherent but an eloquent preacher of the old liberal doctrines. He 
taught a rational “enlightened’* approach to the problems of life as 
opposed to a traditional or a sentimental approach. He was a thorough- 
going individualist, limiting the power and the functions of the state 
in every possible way. He was a cosmopolitan, an internationalist as 
opposed to a nationalist, claiming to be a citizen of Europe rather than 
of any particular, petty state. He was an ardent democrat, assailing 
absolute monarchy and privileged aristocracy and demanding popular 
control over all the organs of government. 

Beginning with 1800, the first year of the new century, Fichte’s 
philosophical system underwent a decided transformation. At a time 
when most of his colleagues in the academic world were still content 
with the older outlook, Fichte became a fervent apostle of a new in- 
terpretation of the world and of the state. In place of the old cold 
rational approach to the problems of life he stressed the need for in- 
tuition, for sentiment, for emotion. In place of the old individualism 
Fichte began to lay greater and greater emphasis upon the state, and 
in the final exposition of his system the individual became little more 
than a pawn in the hands of an all-powerful government. In place of 
the old cosmopolitanism Fichte preached, with all the fervor of his being, 
in favor of nationalism in general and of German nationalism in par- 
ticular. In place of the old democracy Fichte substituted a belief in 
authoritarianism. The people were to be ruled justly, to be sure, but 
not by themselves or their elected representatives, but by an all-power- 
ful hierarchy of officials in whose selection they had no part. 

. When Fichte first began to preach his new gospel he was almost like 
a prophet preaching in the wilderness with no one heeding his voice. 
But as time went on the strange new gospel became the accepted creed 
throughout most of Germany and then spread from Germany to many 
other parts of Europe. It would, of course, be ridiculous to claim that 
Fichte was the sole or even the chief cause of the transformation in the 
intellectual and political thought of Germany in the generations fol- 
lowing his death. But it is not without significance that most of the 
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founders of the romajitic movement in German literature were either 
disciples of Fichte’s or else personal friends. Though many of these 
disciples and friends later became personal enemies, they readily ad- 
mitted the great part which Fichte had played in forming their opinions. 
It is also of significance to remember that many of the later prophets 
of etatism and authoritarianism, such as Hegel, were directly or in- 
directly followers of Fichte at some stage in their lives, and that most 
of the more extreme German nationalists in later times looked back 
upon Fichte as one of the founders and leaders of their cause. 

FICHTE*S LIFE AND TIMES 

Fichte according to tradition was descended from a Swedish drill 
sergeant in the army of Gustavus Adolphus, who settled in (Germany 
during the Thirty Years’ War. His immediate forbears were poor hard- 
working peasants, or petty merchants, for the most part men of little 
or no education. At the time of his birth he was definitely a member 
of the lower middle class, and all through his life he was given the 
nickname of ‘The peasant.” This circumstance, combined with the 
fact that he was a boy of great talent and boundless ambition, had a 
great influence upon his life and indirectly upon his social and political 
opinions. It was not easy for a promising boy of his social position to 
rise in the Germany of his day. Young Fichte bitterly resented this fact, 
and also the arrogance and superciliousness of his social superiors. 

Through the patronage of a noble family Fichte was able to go to a 
school and later to a university where he met many scions of wealthy 
and aristocratic houses and his sensitive nature was deeply hurl by the 
occasional snubs he received at their hands. These snubs produced in 
him what we would now call an “inferiority complex” which remained 
with him all through his life. Metaphorically he went around with a 
chip on his shoulder, daring every man to knock it off. He took violent 
offense at the slightest provocation and sometimes with no provocation 
at all. Much of his life was spent in bitter quarrels not only with his 
enemies but also with his friends, even with such persons as Goethe, 
who had defended and aided him in times of dire need. 

This inferiority complex profoundly influenced not only Fichte’s life 
but also his ideas. Fichte, for all his talk about the duty of unselfishness 
and self-abnegation, was completely self-centered — was in fact an ego- 
maniac, and it is not surprising that the cornerstone of his philosophy, 
at least of his early philosophy, was the doctrine of the self or ego. 
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It was this inferiority complex which dominated his early political 
thought. Resenting as he did the prevailing absolute monarchy and 
privileged aristocracy, he was a violent advocate of democracy and the 
rights of man. To Fichte’s hurt pride, justice demanded the curbing 
of kings and the abolition of the order of the nobility. To his mind at 
this time the state was little more than the organized agency whereby 
the monarch and the aristocracy maintained control over the bulk of 
the citizenry. Hence the state was to be regarded with suspicion. It 
could not, unfortunately, be abolished, but it was to be shorn of as many 
powers as possible. 

Even Fichte’s later political philosophy was greatly influenced by his 
psychological reaction to his surroundings. During his early life Fichte 
had been distinctly pro-French, but after 1800 this feeling rapidly 
changed. French armies had triumphed time and again over the various 
German forces. The French Emperor made and unmade German 
principalities and confederations to suit himself. Fichte, for all his 
cosmopolitanism, was a German, and he felt himself personally humili- 
ated by this turn of events. He felt that he and his fellow Germans 
must show the world that they were just as good as if not a little better 
than these cocky French. In 1807 the French army occupied Berlin 
and took over control of the local administration. Fichte’s blood rose 
to the boiling point and he chose this occasion to deliver the most im- 
passioned of his appeals to German national feelings. In his Addresses 
to the Ger?nan Nation delivered at this time Fichte set out to show how 
far superior the Germans were to all other peoples, and how the future 
of the world lay with them. To achieve actual supremacy the Germans 
had to give up their local and individual rights and unite to form a new 
strong state armed with autocratic powers. 

By this time Fichte was a man of some name and fame. Moreover, 
the pride of the German ruling class had been somewhat humbled by 
their defeats at the hands of the French revolutionary armies. For this 
reason Fichte could now come into contact w ith the aristocracy without 
feeling his gorge rise. P'ichte w^as no longer merely one of “the people,’’ 
and so was content to abolish democratic control over the machinery 
of government. He was everywhere recognized as a scholar. It is not 
surprising, therefore, that it now became clear to him that autocratic 
control over the state should rest neither wath the aristocracy nor with 
the people, but with the “scholars.” These scholars in turn should 
choose a supreme ruler or dictator or master scholar, and from Fichte’s 
description of what the qualifications of the master scholar should be 
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it Is obvious that Fichte fancied that he himself was better fitted than 
any of his contemporaries to fill this role. 

Fichte’s life falls into four main periods. With the first period 
(1762-1784), his boyhood and the years spent as a student in Jena and 
Leipzig Universities we are not much concerned. His parents were 
anxious that Fichte should become a Lutheran pastor and as a result 
much time was spent in studying theology, but in the end Fichte found 
that he could not accept the dogmas of orthodox Lutheranism and so 
he was never ordained. In this connection it is interesting to note that 
three of the foremost apostles of etatism and authoritarianism, Fichte, 
Carlyle, and Hegel, started out as theological students, in marked con- 
trast with the early life and training of most of the great liberal thinkers 
such as Locke who started out as a doctor, or Montesquieu who started 
out as a kiwyer. 

During the second period of his life (1784-1794) Fichte vSpent much of 
his time moving around from place to place, earning a precarious live- 
lihood by tutoring the children of various well-to-do families. He was 
never a great success as a tutor. On one famous occasion he was dis- 
missed after a few days’ service because his noble patroness found his 
French accent atrocious and his independent nature unbearable. By 
threatening a lawsuit Fichte was able to secure as compeuvsation a sum 
sufficient to last him several months, hdchte used this period of idleness 
to pursue his philosophical studies. It was at this time that Fichte 
became personally acquainted with Kant, an event which revolutionized 
Fichte’s whole life. He was now determined to devote his activities 
to the exposition and interpretation and development of the Kantian 
principles. He composed a work, The Critique of All Possible Revelation, 
an application of Kant's critical method to the problem of religion. His 
chief conclusion was that if man did feel the need for revealed religion 
because of his weakness, the doctrines of such a religion to be acceptable 
must not be contrary to the postulates cither of theoretical or of prac- 
tical reason. 

This book of Fichte’s would probably have had little popular success 
had it not been for a trick played by the publisher upon the public. At 
the last moment he removed Fichte’s name from the title page and had 
the book published anonymously. The literary critics of the time were 
stupid enough to think that the work was written by Kant himself and 
so gave it widespread publicity. When it was revealed that the author 
was not Kant but Fichte, the latter’s reputation was immediately estab- 
lished. Encouraged by the success of this book Fichte married a lady 
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some years his vSenior and brought out two further works, one defending 
the freedom of speech against political censorship, the other a defense 
of the principles underlying the French Revolution which had just 
broken out. 

The third period of Fichte’s life commenced in 1794 with his appoint- 
ment to the chair of philosophy at Jena University, then the center of 
German culture. Fichte owed this appointment to his fame as the in- 
terpreter of Kant, but it showed a remarkable spirit of tolerance and 
broad-mindedness on the part of the Duke of Weimar, who controlled 
appointments to Jena, and of Goethe, the Duke’s chief councillor. 
The lectures given and the books written during the next few years were 
instrumental in causing a revolution in German philosophical thought. 
In Fichte’s hands the critical, skeptical, and agnostic philosophy of 
Kant was transformed into dogmatic idealism and this transformation 
was accepted by nearly all the later German metaphysicians. The later 
thinkers did not always agree with Fichte’s detailed conclusions, but, 
due in large measure to Fichte’s influence, German philosophy remained 
both dogmatic and idealikic. During this same period Fichte con- 
tinued to be interested in political speculation and wrote his Foundations 
of Natural Law. Though less extreme than some of his earlier writings, 
this work was still liberal and even radical in tone and was largely a 
reinterpretation of Rousseau’s doctrines, using Kantian phraseology. 

But though Fichte’s name and fame constantly increased during his 
stay at Jena, this period was characterized by many stormy scenes 
owing to Fichte’s personal eccentricities. He was frequently engaged 
in violent quarrels with some of his colleagues. Among the persons 
with whom he disputed most violently was the great poet Schiller. 
Fichte’s lectures were popular and well attended, but he became in- 
volved in a conflict with some of the students over their societies (or 
'‘fraternities” as we would call them) to which he was violently op- 
povsed. As a result some undergraduates attacked Fichte’s house and 
broke several windows. For a little time thereafter his public lectures 
were interrupted by cat-calls, and fearing further trouble he resided 
some distance away from the town of Jena for several months. Scarcely 
had this excitement died down when a new and even more serious trouble 
arose. In a magazine article Fichte spoke of God. as equivalent to the 
'' moral order of the Universe.” This article caused Fighte to be accused 
of atheism and there was much hubbub amongst the University authori- 
ties. The all-powerful Duke of Weimar was anxious to hush things 
up and all would have been well, except that Fichte was again guilty 



both of recklessness and of stubbornness, and in the end he was dis- 
missed from the University. 

The fourth period of Fichte’s life extends from his dismissal in 1800 
until his death in 1814. Fichte thought for a while that he would secure 
a post at a new university to be opened at Mainz under French pat- 
ronage and designed to be the center of pro-French propaganda amongst 
the German youth. Had this university really been established Fichte 
would undoubtedly have joined the faculty. It is ammsing to think 
that Fichte came within an ace of being a paid French propagandist in- 
stead of the inspired prophet of German nationalism. But the French 
abandoned their idea of establishing the Mainz University and Fichte 
was forced to look for refuge — and a source of livelihood — elsewhere. 
He found both in Berlin, the capital of the PrUwSsian state, which was 
then the chief bulwark against the French plan to dominate all the 
German principalities. Through the aid of friends Fichte secured a 
post at the University of Erlangen, though he continued to reside in 
Berlin even while occupying the new chair. Some years afterwards (in 
1809), when the University of Berlin was founded, he was given a pro- 
fessorship at this institution and in 1811 he was elected its rector (or 
president). As might be expected it was not long before he got into 
hot water. Violent disputes broke out between himself and his col- 
leagues and also with the student body. Fichte felt forced to resign his 
rectorship after only four months of office, but he retained his profes- 
sorship and continued to teach his classes until his sudden death in 1814. 

During the years in which Fichte resided and lectured in Berlin he 
proceeded to modify and enlarge many of the metaphysical concepts 
which he had enunciated in Jena. But the style of his later lectures and 
writings on metaphysical problems was labored and obscure and they 
had little or no influence upon subsequent developments in German 
philosophy. Far difTerent was it with Fichte’s activities in the field of 
politics and jurisprudence. Influenced by his Prussian surroundings 
Fichte slowly but steadily transformed his early individualism into 
etatism, his early cosmopolitanism into nationalism, his early democracy 
into authoritarianism. Some of Fichte’s new political ideas were de- 
livered in the form of popular lectures to the general public, such as 
Characteristics of the Present Age and Addresses to the German Nation. 
At other times he chose a more learned setting for his doctrines and 
wrote such books as The Closed Commercial State ^ the Theory of Law, and 
the Theory of State. All these works exerted a considerable influence 
upon his contemporaries. More important still they were read and re- 
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read by later generations of Germans and played an important pait in 
the moulding of subsequent political* thought. In fact it may be said 
that in present-day Nazi Germany, Fichte exerts a greater influence 
than ever before. 


FICHTE S GENERAL PHILOSOPHY 

Fichte was a thoroughgoing idealist in metaphysics, in ethics, and in 
politics. He violently objected to the classical English school of philos- 
ophy which sought to solve the problems of metaphysics by experience 
and observation, and the problems of ethics on the basis of self-interest 
and the pursuit of happiness. To his mind all such philosophizing was 
characteristic of a corrupt and degenerate age and needed to be remedied 
by a truer and purer system of philosophy. 

Truth, according to Fdchte, could only be ascertained by the use of 
reason and of “intellectual intuition.” Theoretically, to be sure, Fichte 
laid great emphasis upon sensation or experience, but to him sensation 
is caused not by the working of the external world upon our organs of 
sense but by the spontaneous operation of our minds. All that sense 
experience can teach us therefore is to give an insight into the working 
of our minds, and once we have secured this insight the collection and 
observation of sense data have no further value. Reason, on the other 
hand, is to be regarded as th^ true source of all of our knowledge. The 
world of sense is but the creation of our minds, but as our minds are 
essentially rational, subject to the laws of reason, it follows that by the 
use of reason we can penetrate behind the illusions of sense impressions 
and grasp ultimate reality. To Fichte, the only knowledge which can be 
called true knowledge is that based upon pure a priori reasoning, com- 
pletely independent of all sense experience. This statement holds true 
not only for the realm of metaphysics but also for the realms of ethics 
and politics. 

Even Fichte admitted, however, that abstract reason has its limita- 
tions. Abstract reason can work out a complete logical system of the 
universe provided it starts with a few fundamental postulates or 
axioms. But these fundamental postulates or axioms can never be 
proved rationally — they must be perceived directly, by means of 
spiritual insight, or intellectual intuition. 

We cannot grasp the living reality by the discursive linderstanding and its 
spatial temporal causal ways; only when we (through an act of intellectual 
intuition) have seen through the nature of ordinary knowing, its superficialitv 



and relativity, can we grasp the living reality behind the surface, freedom, the 
moral world order, and God.* 

This intuitional, more or less mystical background is a very important 
phase in Fichte’s philosophy. It is this feature which distinguished 
Fichte from most of the rationalists of the eighteenth century and which 
endeared him to the new romantic movement in literature and politics. 
This intuitionalism was also all-important in Fichte’s practical philos- 
ophy. His ideas on ethics, on jurisprudence, on politics, were all based 
upon the theory of the free moral will, and as Fichte himself admitted, 
the very existence of the free moral will is proved not by reason but by 
intuition. Once deny the validity of intuition, and Fichte’s whole 
theory of the state falls to the ground. 

In the realm of metaphysics Fichte, as we have seen, spent most of 
the time transforming the critical agnosticism of Kant into dogmatic 
idealism. According to Kant the world as we see it is partly the result 
of the real external world — the thing-in-itself — acting upon our 
senses, and partly the result of the creative activity of our own minds. 
As he developed his system Kant came to lay ever greater emphasis 
upon the part played by the mind in creating our sense impressions. 
Not only are colors, smells, tastes, subjective rather than objective, 
but even such things as space, time, and causal relationships are only 
ways in which our minds look at things rather than attributes of the 
real external world. When we come to analyze the world of appear- 
ance, the world as it seems to us is, if we follow Kant, ninety-nine per 
cent subjective, the creation of our own minds, and only one j^er cent 
objective, the result of the operation of external forces. Because of this 
fact Kant claimed that we can never know the true nature of the external 
world, and hence was agnostic. 

To Fichte it seemed that the logical conclusion of Kant’s analysis of 
the sensations would be to take away the one per ceni objective element 
and make the subjective element one hundred per cent. If the creative 
activity of the mind by itself produces our notions of space, time, and 
causality; if the mind is the real cause of most of our sensations, such as 
color, sound, taste, and smell, what grounds have we for supposing that 
there really is an external objective world conditioning some of our other 
sensations? Surely the creative activity of the mind is sufiicient to 
account for all our sensations. To prove his point Fichte argued that 
Kant’s interpretation of sensation was itself contradictory. Kant 
claimed that objective reality was to some measure the catise of our 
sensations; yet in a later passage Kant also admitted that all causalitv 
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was onlv subjective, a product or category of the mind; hence the ob- 
jective world causing our sensations must be false. The only true and 
consistent explanation of our world of experience is that it is entirely 
created by the mind. 

The basis of Fichte’s philosophy is the mind, or, as he prefers to call it, 
the I or ego or self. If the cause of our sensations were some mysterious 
thing-in-itself, we could never know anything about the true nature of 
the universe, but as the cause of our sensations is mind, which is the only 
reality, and this mind, being rational, follows a rational pattern, or 
spontaneously obeys the laws of reason, it follows that we can by reason 
solve all the problems of the universe. Through reason (and intuition) 
we can know the nature of the creative self and hence can know the 
nature of the creative world of sense impressions — which Fichte calls 
the not'Self. 

Once we accept the idea that the external world, the no'. -self, is the 
product of the spontaneous creative activity of the self, we at once ask, 
Why does the self thus create the external world? To this Fichte 
answered that the self can only become fully aware of itself by a process 
of self-limitation — the limitation hcipg the external world. In like 
manner for the self, which is an active moral agent to realize its end, it 
must set up an outer non-moral world. For the moral life means striv- 
ing, activity, and this would be impossible if the self were infinite and 
unlimited. By creating the outer world the self creates for itself a foil 
by which it may become conscious of itself and a field for moral endeavor 
in which the vSelf by struggle may realize its own inherent freedom and 
goodness. 

By speaking of the mind as the self, Fichte would appear to be a com- 
plete individualist, but this is far from being the case. All men possess 
selves, but in reality all these selves are but part of one Great Self, the 
Universal Self, or Universal Mind or Reason. 

There is but one Life... one animating power, one living reason. That 
reason is the only po.ssible independent and sell -sustaining Existence and 
Life, of which all that seems to us to exist and live is but a modification, 

definition, variety, form It is the greatest error. . . that each individual 

imagines that he can exist, live, think, act for himself . . . whereas in truth he 
is but a single ray of the one universal and necessary thought. ... It is only 
... by earthly and finite perception that this one homogeneous life of 
reason is broken up and divided into separate individual persons.^ 

To Fichte the Universal Absolute Self is identical with God. God is 
thus the one absolute life, the absolute unity, who can, however, only 



become fully conscious of himself by self-limitation in the form of in- 
dividual selves. Life, or God, becomes conscious of itself in individual 
forms and*as an individual. In like manner man’s individual will is 
only a manifestation of the one divine will. Fichte is thus an idealist 
in supposing that the external world is the creation of the mind, but he is 
also a realist in supposing that ultimate reality lies outside our individual 
selves. 

It is not surprising, considering this theoretical background, to find 
that morality and the problems of morality played an all-impv)rtant role 
in Fichte’s philosophy. Just as Fichte’s metaphysics w^as only a de- 
velopment of the ideas latent in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, so was 
his ethics only a development of the ideas expressed in Kant’s Critique 
of Practical Reason. To Fichte, as to Kant, ethics must be thoroughly 
idealistic and tranvScendental in character. He rejected with scorn 
the notion that a true system of morality can be based upon the prin- 
ciple of self-interest (in the narrower sense of that word) or of happiness, 
even the greatest happiness of the greatest number. In fact Fichte felt 
that no feeling, no emotion could be made the basis of a real ethical 
system. Ethics, to be true, must be founded upon the postulates of 
reason. In like manner it must be absolute, not relative in character. 
It cannot be based upon individual experience or collective custom and 
tradition. The moral code could not be based in any way upon the con- 
ventions or the accidents of time and place. It must be universal, 
eternal, known by a priori rationalization. 

As with Kant, Fichte felt that the basis of all morality must be man’s 
free moral will. With Fichte, as with Kant, the true essence of each 
man is his will, but whereas with Kant the will of each man is separate 
and distinct, with Fichte the individual is only one ray, one facet of the 
universal will, the will of God; for which reason it is obvious that the 
will is and always must be good, however corrupt ihe individual pas- 
sions and desires may be. Freedom of the will, therefore, means the 
freeing of the will from the thralldom of the senses and from all sensual 
entanglements. To use other words, freedom means (1) the liberation 
of the individual from his own baser self, his purely natural instincts 
and promptings — internal freedom; and (2) the liberation of the in- 
dividual from the arbitrary interference of others, the removal of all 
those obstacles which beset the realization of internal or moral freedom 
from without — external freedom. 

It is very important to bear in mind this definition of freedom, for it 
has very significant consequences not only upon Fichte’s moral theories 
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but also upon his political theories. Fichte was always talking about 
freedom and how it was the chief function of the state to secure the free- 
dom of the individual, and we Americans, with our Anglo-Saxon tradi- 
tions, are apt to think that by liberty he meant what we mean — free- 
dom from external governmental control and the ability of each man to 
choose whatever line of action he pleases as long as he does not interfere 
with the actions of other persons (corresponding to Fichte’s notion of 
external freedom). Fichte would have revolted against limiting freedom 
merely to external freedom. To do as one pleases, to his way of think- 
ing, might well mean being a slave to the senses. He became convinced 
that in many cases it is the duty of our neighbors and the state to compel 
us to be free, to compel us, against our wishes, to follow a certain course of 
action on the ground that our wishes and our conduct are contrary to 
the universal divine will and hence to our own true will. 

In Fichte’s philovsophy the chief function of the state is “to set forth 
the outward conditions under which moral freedom is to be achieved.’’ ^ 
In order to carry out this function the state may forcibly remove all the 
external objects and institutions which tend to make men slaves to their 
seiivses. In addition the state can and should, through compulsory edu- 
cation, seek to transform the character and dispositions of its citizens. 
Fichte contrasted his theory of education with the older systems of 
education. The older educators asked: “What more should one expect 
from any education than that it should point out what is right to the 
pupil and exhort him earnestly to it? Whether he wishes to follow such 
exhortation is his own affair, and if he does not, his own fault; he has 
free will which no education can take away from him.’’ 

To Fichte, on the other hand, 

if you wish to influence him [the pupil] at all you must do more than merely 
talk to him, you must fashion him and fashion him in such a way that he 
simply cannot will otherwise than you wish him to wall. . . . The recognition 
of and n^li.ince upon “free” will in the pupil is the first mistake of the old 
system, and the clear confession of its impotence and futility. By confessing 
that . . . the will still remains “free,” i.e. hesitating, undecided betwTcn good 
and evil, it confesses that it neither is able nor wishes to ... fashion the 
will. . . . On the other hand, the new system of education must consist es- 
sentially in this that essentially destroys the freedom of the will . . . and pro- 
duces on the contrary strict necessity in the decisions of the will. . . . Such a 
will can henceforth be relied upon with confidence and certainty.^ 

The .strange part about all this is that to Fichte the will only becomes 
really free when its freedom in the ordinary sense has been destroyed. 

Distinct from but closely associated with the realm of ethics is the 



FICHTE 


XII 


realm of jurisprudence, centering around Recht, that curious German 
word which means both right, and rights, and law — meaning in this 
case what the old liberal thinkers called natural rights and natural 
laws. In his earlier writings, for example, the Foundations of Nat- 
ural Law, Fichte stressed the difference between ethics with its code 
of moral obligation and jurisprudence with its codes of legal rights 
and legal obligations. Ethics, to Fichte, deals with what you must 
do; jurisprudence with what you may and may not do. Ethics holds 
good for a man whether living as an isolated individual or in a 
state of society; jurisprudence is only for men in a state of society. 
Ethics deals with motives, jurisprudence with acts. In his later writ- 
ings, for example, the Theory of the State, Fichte emphasized the close 
association between the two sciences. Internal moral freedom ran only 
arise in an external world regulated by law. Law, on the other hand, 
has for its chief end the setting up of conditions wherein man may 
achieve moral freedom. Hence law itself is an essentially moral 
principle.^ 

In his earlier writings Fichte sometimes vspoke of absolute ideal law 
(the true study of philosophical jurisprudence) as natural law. At 
other times (under the influence of Rousseau) law was considered to 
be the product of the social contract, and therefore man-made. In the 
Theory of the State, the latest and most consistent of his political writings, 
both these ideas were rejected. Nature, to Fichte, was a product of the 
mind, and at the same time a limitation of the free activity of the mind 
and of the will. Man must seek to escape as far as possible from purely 
natural laws, the laws of external nature; hence to call the laws regulat- 
ing how man should live natural” laws was almost blasphemous.® In 
like manner, Fichte in his early days was a devout advocate of the prin- 
ciple of the social contract and felt, during this period, that the true 
basis of actual law should be the expression of the general will, the wishes 
of the united people. In later life Fichte radically changed his opinions 
in this regard. Man’s true nature, his real will, might be divine, but 
the actual man with all his selfish passions and desires was a rather 
nasty animal and to derive true law from the united wishes and desires 
of such animals was a degrading thought.^ 

True law, like the moral code, must be derived from the dictates of 
pure reason — true law must be something which a man discovers, not 
something which he makes; it must be universal, eternal, a priori in 
character, not something upon which men agree merely as a matter of 
caprice. The thinker, the philosopher, will be able to understand the 
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nature of true law immediately if he but use his reason, yet it may well 
be that at any given time and place true law may be contrary to the 
wishes and understanding of the vast majority of the population. In 
like manner, the true rights of man, the rights which each man ought to 
have, are, not necessarily those which he had in a state of nature, nor 
those which he received from any human compact, but the rights which 
pure reason postulates that he should have. 

True law (the basis of all rights) is thus one and eternal, true for all 
times and places; but Fichte soon admitted that the embodiment of 
this true law in the world of sense in actual states is a matter of slow, 
gradual development. In times past, when men were still in a state of 
barbarism, it was possible for them togain onlyafaint and distant glimpse 
of the true nature of law; hence the legal institutions of those days had 
only a faint correspondence with true law. In modern times, along with 
the other benefits of civilization, our legal concepts have improved, 
and come closer to reflecting the spirit of true law; but these concepts, 
at least as seen in the laws of actual states, are still far from perfect. 
In fact in the present state of mankind it would be impossible to apply 
true law in all its purity. The philosophical reformer must merely seek, 
to bring about a slow but ever increasing realization of the ideal.® 
Actual law to Fichte, therefore (and this is a very important point), is 
and must be not static but dynamic and evolutionary, not something 
fixed once and for all, but a matter of slow growth towards a distant 
ideal. Previous thinkers either regarded law as the command of a sov- 
ereign at some one place and time, or else had regarded law as the dic- 
tates of reason (jus naturale), but a reason which dictated its commands 
once and for all, and whose dictates could be applied at any period in the 
life of any community. Fichte, on the other hand, though stressing the 
eternity, the universality, and the rationality of the ultimate ideal of 
law, felt that actual law must be an organic growth embodying to an 
ever greater degree the abstract principles of right. Actual law, being 
thus an organic growth, should also, in Fichte’s opinion, be national 
in character. All spiritual activity must be expressed in a national 
form. Each nation has its own language, its own traditions, its own 
past and its own future. For this reason each nation must have its own 
national legal traditions.® In expressing these views Fichte was un- 
consciously laying the foundations for Hegel’s concept of law and for 
the historical school of jurisprudence which was to play such an impor- 
tant part in later legal and political thought. , 

But though law was to be derived from the dictates of reason and was 



FICHTE 


XX3 

to be regarded as the spontaneous and '‘free'’ expression of the soul or- 
spirit of each community, Fichte was adamant in insisting that law must 
also contain a large element of compulsion or force. 

The establishment of compulsory law does not interfere w’th the freedom 
of men, for what is thereby taken away from men is not their freedom as 
moral beings or as members of a community, in which senses alone men may 
be said to be free or have a right to freedom.^® 

In fact, in the Fichtean philosophy, not only may a man be “free” 
when subject to compulsory law, but it is only when a man is subject 
to such law that he can really be “free.” 

Just as Fichte distinguishes between rational jurisprudence, a study 
of the law as it should be, and actual jurisprudence, the study of the law 
as it is actually applied, so does he likewise distinguish between rational 
politics, a study of the rational state, the state as it should be, and 
practical politics, a study of such states as exist in actuality. Actual 
jurisprudence should always bear in mind what abstract reason tells us 
the law should be; in like manner practical politicians should always 
bear in mind in governing states, or in preparing constitutions for states, 
what abstract reason or philosophy tells us that the true or rational 
state should be. 

Actual states naturally differ in their power and functions and in the 
machinery of government which has been established to carry out their 
necessary functions, but Fichte believed that all these actual states 
might be judged and found good or bad by a rational standard, by the 
picture of the ideal or rational state to be deduced by abstract reason- 
ing. In this workaday world no actual states are perfect, nor would 
it be possible or advisable to establish the rational state among mankind 
all at once. Nevertheless it is possible, at least for the philosophers, 
to construct the outlines of a perfect constitution, both as regards the 
functions of the state and the machinery of government. Once this 
construction has been made we should strive as rapidly as possible to 
transform the actual constitution to fit the ideal model. 

Theoretically the realization of the rational or ideal state should come 
about through the spontaneous action and desire of the population, but 
Fichte was not above using force to achieve his ends, because of the 
ignorance and waywardness of actual mankind. 

Everyone who has both insight and power has not only the right but the 
sacred duty to compel mankind to adopt the rightful form of government. 
It may so happen that a single man may thus compel all mankind, for against 
him and what is right they have no rights and no freedom. . . . Such a man 
might be considered a divinely appointed dictator.^^ 
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After this general survey of Fichte’s philosophy we may turn to a 
more detailed consideration of one or two features of his social and 
political theory. Of especial importance and significance was his 
Philosophy of History. This philosophy of history was a development 
and an e:ipansion of the old theory of Divine, Providence combined with 
Kant’s theory of the eternal progress of mankind from lower to higher 
forms of social and political organization. What, however, is especially 
noteworthy about Fichte’s philosophy of history is that it led directly 
to Hegel’s historic determinism and indirectly to Karl Marx’s theory 
of economic determinism. 

Most of the old theologians argued that all human activities are 
controlled by Divine Providence — nothing happens by chance, all his- 
toric events are foreknown and foreordained by God. Kant added the 
doctrine of progress, the idea that by the mysterious actions of Provi- 
dence bad gradually gives way to good, lower forms to higher forms; 
that even those things which appear to be evil are but necessary stages 
in the slow, sure development of that which is good. Fichte took this 
idea and tried to translate it into abstract and metaphysical language. 

According to Fichte the whole universe is in a state of evolution. The 
Universal Self or God, in order to become fully conscious of Himself, 
limits Himself by creating a large number of individual selves. The in- 
dividual selves, in order to be fully aware of themselves and their own 
moral perfectibility, limit themselves by creating the not-self, the il- 
lusory world of sense. The individual self will eventually triumph over 
the illusor}^ outer world and be completely moral and free. The Uni- 
versal Self will eventually be completely and perfectly reflected in all 
individual selves. But Fichte felt sure not only that this ultimate goal 
will be achieved but also that the Universal vSelf and the individual selves 
must go through certain necessary logical stages before this achieve- 
ment can be carried out. Each person, without exception, must pass 
through the stages of babyhood, childhood, adolescence before he can 
become an adult. Looking at any person we can tell how many stages 
he has behind and how many stages he has ahead of him. In like man- 
ner the soul of man has to pass through certain necesvsary stages, and 
not merely the soul of man, but the outward exprc'ssion of men’s souls, 
the^ocial and political life of humanity. A man perfectly acquainted 
with the soul of man and the necessary stages of its unfolding could tell 
by examining men’s souls today through what stages they have passed 
in former times and through what stages they still have to pass in the 
future. 



Fichte set himself to accomplish this task and thought that he had 
thereby founded a new science — the philosophy of history. History 
was to be no longer the purposeless accumulation of isolated facts re 
garding human events at various limes and places. Ordinary history 
is merely the study of what did happen in times past; philosophical 
history regards the events of the past merely as an expression of the 
dominant ideas which characterize the souls of mankind at different 
periods. Now these ideas of mankind develop logically and consist- 
ently out of man’s inner consciousness. The philosopher who knows 
the nature of man also knows at what stage in human development 
each of these ideas will dominate the soul of mankind. As a result the 
philosophical historian, unlike the ordinary historian who relies merely 
upon experience, not only can give a rational interpretation of man’s 
past but also can paint a clear picture of what ideas will dominate man- 
kind in the future and thus foretell, at least in broad outlines, future 
history. 

In Fichte’s system no event, certainly no major historic event, ever 
happens by chance. For all his talk about freedom Fichte believed that 
man is bound by an inner necessity. Ail major historic events are merely 
the outward expression of the inner idea which necessarily develops at a 
certain stage in the evolution of the human soul. When we think that 
we are accomplishing some important historical act of our own will and 
accord, we are unconsciously being driven by inner necessity to carry 
out the spirit or the idea which dominates the age in which we live. 
Fichte was a great hero worshiper and also a great worshiper of the 
scholars and philosophers who have moulded and transformed the 
actions and the thoughts of man. But Fichte thought that even these 
heroes and scholars were, consciously or uncorij^ciously, only the agents 
through which the world order or Providence, to use more theological 
language, worked out its scheme for human development. 

Fichte’s idea of the philosophy of history, his notion of histf^ric de- 
terminism, his doctrine that true history is not the accumulation of 
ascertained facts but the logical and rational study of certain al.)stract 
principles, had an enormous influence upon later European thought. 
His particular view of the world plan and the five stages into which he 
divided the carrying out of this world plan — the five principal epochs 
in human history — had far less influence upon later speculation and 
hence need not detain us long. Nevertheless because of the light these 
details throw upon Fichte’s political views, they are worthy of brief 
mention. 
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The world plan, to use Fichtean language, was the development of 
mankind from unconscious unity with the Absolute, through the 
break-up of this unity to the final conscious unity with the Absolute. 
This development falls into the following five great epochs: 1. The 
epoch in which man is governed by unconscious reason or instinct — 
the era of man’s innocence. 2. The epoch in which external compulsive 
authority is substituted for instinct — the era of progressive sinfulness. 
3. The epoch in which men revolt from external authority and become 
thoroughgoing individualists — the era of complete sinfulness. 4. The 
epoch of the increasing understanding of the rules of reason and volun- 
tary submission to these rules — the era of progressive righteousness. 
5. The epoch of conscious reason in which man has complete moral 
freedom and shapes all his actions in accordance with rational prin- 
ciples — the era of complete righteousness. 

The first and the last of these epochs call for no special comment. 
They are both mythological. The first is the relic of a belief in the 
golden age in the dim and distant past, a belief incorporated in the 
story of the (harden of- Eden. At this time man, being guided by blind 
instinct, needed no formal laws or political organization. The fifth 
and last epoch is a pious hope, corresponding to the Christian idea of 
the millennium. Man will be governed so completely not by instinct 
but by reason and the moral law that formal laws and political or- 
ganization will again become unnecessary. In this connection it is 
interesting to note that Fichte and Karl Marx, two of the strongest 
advocates of state supremacy in actual politics, should both express 
the hope that state organization should eventually become unnecessary. 

Far more interesting are Fichte’s notions regarding the .second, the 
third, and the fourth epochs. The second and third periods lay in 
man’s historic past. Fichte felt that he himself lived at the end of the 
third period and at the beginning of the fourth period. Fichte being 
Fichte, his description of what life would be like in this epoch is really 
a picture of what he wished life to be like. The second epoch is the 
period usually known as ancient history. Man loses his unconscious 
reason or instinct and has not yet acquired conscious reason. Hence he 
is dominated by his passions and soon quarrels with his neighbors. Man 
is both culturally and socially a barbarian. To keep him in order it is 
necessary to establish strong compulsive authority, fixed rules of what 
to do and what not to do, and force him to follow these rules. In the 
sphere of religion it is the period of rigid dogmas which a man believes 
whether he understands them or not. In the realm of politics it is the 
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period of the all-powerful state dominating and crushing individual 
activities and of despots ruling without check or hindrance over the 
mass of people. 

In his younger days Fichte accepted the idea that the state originated 
as the result of a social contract. In his more mature political philos- 
ophy Fichte completely rejected this notion. In his later works all 
states are thought to have originated in force in the conquest of one 
people by another. Fichte believed that from a very early period there 
was a marked inequality between the various races and peoples who in-- 
habited the face of the earth. He believed that at the beginning of 
time there was a superior race who dwelt somewhere in Central Asia. 
This people, being more rational than its neighbors, soon discovered the 
use of metals while the others were still living in the Stone Age. As a 
result of its intellectual and technical advancement this superior race 
soon conquered the surrounding regions, enslaved the inhabitants, and 
formed great despotic empires such as Assyria, Media, and Persia. 

In Europe the formation of states took place in a slightly different 
manner. The superior race of Central Asia did not invade and conquer 
the European region — they were too busy in Asia to do that. But small 
groups of this race, led by outstanding heroes, did come from Asia and 
colonize various parts of Europe. As the result of their superiority 
over the savages among whom they settled, these colonists gradually 
“attracted the savages around them and gathered them into tribes; by 
their means erected towns and in these held them together; introduced 
more humane manners and established customs which gradually 
assumed the character of laws, and thus imperceptibly became their 
rulers.’* In Europe the members of the superior race were the 
leaders of the people rather than the conquerors of the people. As a 
result the early states in Europe were not as dictatorial or despotic as 
those in Asia. Nevertheless even these European states empha.sized 
the supremacy of the state over the individual, the supremacy of the 
king and the aristocracy (descendants of the superior race) over the 
common herd. To retain their supremacy the kings claimed to be 
descended from the Gods or claimed to rule by divine right. The 
aristocrats, too, claimed that their station in life was due to Divine 
Providence. 

The third great era in human history is characterized by the revolt 
of the individual against the external authorities placed over him in the 
second era. The early workings of the rational impulse within him 
make man inquire into and finally reject the religious dogmas in which 
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he had been taught to believe blindly. This same rational impulse 
make him rebel against the yoke of the omnipotent state in an attempt 
to express his own personality. It makes him reject the doctrine that he 
should render abject obedience to the commands of the absolute 
monarch. It makes him reject the idea that an hereditary aristocracy 
should always possess special rights and privileges. The first stirrings 
of this rational impulse is to be seen in ancient Greece with the revolt of 
the Athenians against despotic and oligarchic rule. Its further progress 
is evidenced in Rome with the overthrow of the monarchy by the patri- 
cians and then the constant struggle of the plebeians against the patri- 
cians. But the full working of this rational impulse is best to be found 
in modern times (eighteenth and nineteenth centuries), in the apostles of 
enlightenment preaching against dogmatic religipn, with the advocates 
of liberalism preaching the sacred rights of the individual against the 
state, with the French revolutionaries, who not only preached but also 
acted against the king and the hereditary aristocracy. 

F'ichte thought that this third era was a great improvement over the 
second era, that the deliberate rejection of external authority was better 
than blind submission to it. Nevertheless he insisted that the ideas 
characteristic of this third age had been fraught with appalling conse- 
quences — in fact had brought about the “complete sinfulness” of 
mankind in his own gc'neration. The rational impulse which led to the 
overthrow of authority was more impulsive than rational; it was the first 
stirrings of conscious reason rather than conscious reason itself. As a 
result man builds up for himself a completely false picture of the world 
and of himself. In his revolt against dogma he accepts only the facts 
of experience and hence becomes an empiricist, a materialist. Reject- 
ing all the traditional moral codes, he thinks that goodness and happi- 
ness are Identical and pursues pleasure as the only end in life. Reject- 
ing all external control, his individualism becomes selfish individualism 
— each man for himself and the devil take the hindmost. Any system 
of government based upon such notions is bound to be disastrous. A 
blind mob composed of atheistic, pleasure-seeking, utterly selfish in- 
dividuals can never build a rational state based upon the principles of 
eternal right. 

The fourth great era in human history, the era in which mankind be- 
comes clearly conscious of reason and has scientific understanding of its 
laws, is characterized by the reconstruction of all social and political 
institutions upon a purely rational basis. Fichte believed that this new 
era dawned in his own lifetime, somewhere between the years 1806 and 



1809, and that he, Fichte himself, was the great prophet of the new dis- 
pensation, This new era would combine the individual freedom aimed 
at in the third era with the law and order aimed at in the second era. 
Man would no longer have blind faith in traditional unintelligent dog- 
mas nor yet relapse into skeptical empiricism, but would have an intel- 
ligent faith in the doctrines of rational philosophy (Fichte’s own philos- 
ophy). Morality would be based not upon a code supposedly handed 
down by Moses on Mount Sinai, nor yet upon selfish desire for pleasure, 
but upon the dictates of the free moral will. Man would no longer be 
the slave of the despotic state nor yet be content with anarchic individ- 
ualism, but would find satisfaction and freedom in a rational or “abso- 
lute” state. Government in this state would not be in the hands of 
hereditary kings and noblemen nor yet rest with a blind, turbulent 
democracy, but be confided to heroes and scholars. 

All this sounds very well, but when we analyze the details of Fichte’s 
new scheme of things we find that in practice the rationalism of the 
fourth era does not differ greatly from the despotism of the second. The 
doctrines of Fichte’s system of philosophy and of his system of ethics 
are just as rigid and unbending as those of the old theological systems. 
Any who disagreed with these doctrines, such as the great English 
thinkers, were immediately dismisvsed as being irrational. The state of 
the new era, Fichte’s ideal state, was to be founded upon “freedom” 
and “equality,” but the freedom he postulated was the freedom, not 
to do as one liked, but the freedom to do as one ought to do. The 
equality he postulated was largely a theoretical eciuality. All men, to 
be sure, are to be possessed of equal civil rights — but this equality is 
not to interfere with separate classes in society, nor does it mean politi- 
cal equality for all. In fact, in Fichte’s ideal system of government the 
vast majority of the population possess absolutely no political privileges, 
government resting in the hands of a small speciaMy appointed (not 
elected) minority. One is almost tempted to say that Fichte ostenta- 
tiously kicked despotism out the front door only to allow it to creep 
back in through the side entrance, but it would be truer and fairer to 
say that Fichte rejected not only Jeffersonian democracy but also the 
old dynastic state of the Habsburgs and the Hohenzollcrns in favor of a 
new national authoritarian state — a foreshadowing of the states 
created by Mussolini and Hitler.^ 
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THE ETATISM OF FICHTE 

When one comes to analyze in detail Fichte’s ideas regarding the 
power and function of the state one is more than ever impressed with 
the vast difference between the young Fichte, the Fichte of the eight- 
eenth century, and the older Fichte, the Fichte of the nineteenth cen- 
tury. The young Fichte was such an ardent individualist that his 
doctrine came close to philosophic anarchism. In his two earlier works 
Demajtd to the Princes for the Return of the Freedom of Thought and Cor- 
rection of Some Views on the French Revolution, this individualist phase 
of Fichte found vehement expression. At this time F'ichte believed in 
the origin of the state by social contract, and he followed Locke rather 
than Rousseau in teaching that man possessed certain natural and in- 
alienable rights which were not and could not be given up to the state 
even after the social contract came into operation. The only right 
which he gave up to the state, and thence by delegation of power to the 
government, was the right to punish crime. Hence the only true func- 
tion which the state could be said to have was the police function. 
Property rights were prior to and independent of the state, but it was 
the duty of the state to protect these already existing rights — and 
almost its only duty. It was not the function of the state to make men 
happy, virtuous, wealthy, or wise; such things must be loft to the free 
and voluntary activities of the individual. Every man must have com- 
plete freedom of thought and of speech. It was no part of the function 
of the state to foster any religion or compel attendance at any church. 
Church and state must be completely separated and religious belief and 
church membership kept entirely voluntary. Even education lay out- 
side the realm of the state and should be left in the hands of the private 
family. There were to be no government-operated or government-con- 
trolled schools. 

All these ideas were merely inherited by Fichte from some of the older 
liberal thinkers, but on one point Fichte went even further than his 
liberal predecessors. The older liberals agreed that the people had 
the right, by revolution if necessary, to overthrow any existing gov- 
ernment which acted in a way contrary to their wishes. With this 
idea Fichte was in full accord. But most of the old liberals were hesi- 
tant in claiming that a man had the right to withdraw from the state. 
The social contract was made irrevocable. Locke, to be sure, taught 
that before a man had assumed any civic duties or responsibilities he 
^ould withdraw from the state, but only if he left the state’s territory 
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when he did so. Fichte was more logical and more consistent in carrying 
out the implications of the social contract in this regard — even though 
his conclusions led to what appeared to be appalling results. To him 
the social contract, a voluntary compact between free individuals, could 
be renounced at any time, irrespective of whether a man had or had not 
assumed any civic obligations. If a man does not approve of the state 
and its laws, he may renounce his citizenship and revert to complete 
liberty of action without being forced to change his residence. Or if he 
chooses he may make a new contract with others for the crcc^tion of a 
new state. If this new group remains within the physical borders of the 
old state, there is created a state within a state or two states occupying 
the same territory. Fichte was in no way shocked by this possibility 
and pointed out that during the Middle Ages there were a number of 
independent or semi-indepenaent states within states such as the com- 
munity of the Jews, the church, the military orders, and the orders of 
nobility.^^ 

This extreme individualism of Fichte’s youth was gradually nexlified 
with the passing of the years. The first step in Fichte’s progress to- 
wards etatism was to emphasize the importance, not of the state but of 
society, and the necessity of subordinating the individual t6 the social 
group. In other words, Fichte gradually transformed his love for 
humanity from humanity considered as a group of individuals to hu 
manity considered as an organic whole. As early as 1794 in his lectures, 
The Vocation of the Scholar y Fichte revolted against the idea, so dear to 
Rousseau, that man in a state of nature is bettei mentally, morally, 
and physically than when he is a member of a large well-organized and 
civilized community.’^ Fichte had little use for a state of nature. He 
regarded primitive social organization as barbaric and savage, a condi- 
tion which must be overcome as soon as possible. He gloried in the fact 
that he was a European, a member of the most culture 1 and most highly 
integrated society in the world, and he locked forward to the time when 
European social organization (purged of its many shortcomings) would 
spread over the face of the earth. 

Belief in the value of society and social institutions became ever 
firmer with Fichte in the years which followed. In his Foundations of 
Natural Law he asserted that a man was fully a man only when he lived 
with and among other men, that only in this condition can man develop 
the latent potentialities for good within him. The very concept of man 
is wrapped up in the idea of the human species — man as an isolated 
animal is completely unthinkable.^® Even morality (and Fichte was 
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always worked up over moral problems) was impossible or at least an 
empty and formal concept unless man freely associates with his fellow 
man, and mankind be regarded as a single whole, not merely as a group 
of scattered individuals. As the years went by, Fichte's views on this 
subject became more extreme. In his Characteristics of the Present Age 
he completely subordinated the individual to the welfare of the human 
species. 

It is the greatest error, and the real basis of all other errors. . . when an 
individual imagines that he can exist, live, think, and act for himself. . . . When 
one regards things truly and as they really are, the individual does not exist — 
he is worth nothing and must and should sink to nothing. The species [or 
human race], on the other hand, really exists, and it alone should be regarded 
as the truly existent. . . . Rational life consists in each person forgetting him- 
self in the spec ic's, tying his own life up with the life of the whole, and sacri- 
ficing himself for the sake of the whole. Irrational life, on the other hand, 
c'onsists in each person thinking only of himself, loving only himself and in 
relation to himself, and spending his entire existence seeking his own personal 
welfare.*^ 

With this increasing emphasis upon society rather than upon the in- 
dividual it is only natural that Fichte’s attitude toward the state under- 
went a slow but far-reaching transformation. No longer was the state 
regardc^d with suspicion and dislike, as a necessary evil which could not 
be avoided. Soci.d life without some kind of political organization was 
unthinkable — the state, therefore, was a necessary and useful adjunct, 
enabling society to function smoothly and with a minimum of conflict. 
The state, therefore, came to be regard(*d as something inherently good. 
Nevertheless all through this, the middle part of Fichte’s life, the state 
was regarded as a nuxins to an end and not as an end in itself. The end 
to be considered was mankind as a whole — the human species rather 
than any one political or national organization. All states and all 
governments were good in so far as they fostered human welfare; they 
were bad if they looked only after their own selfish interests without 
regard to humanity as a whole. 

B(‘ing thus converted from individualism to cosmopolitanism and 
internationalism, it is not surprising to find that Fichte took up and ex- 
panded some of the ideas enunciated in Kant’s little pamphlet On Per- 
petual Peace. Considering the large number of national and geographic 
units in the world, it is only natural that there should be a large number 
of political units. It is quite right that this should be so, for the idea of 
a single empire embracing all mankind is no longer feasible. At the 
same time it is a great misfortune that all these various states should 
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frequently be at war with one another. Though war is sometimes use- 
ful and occasionally necessary, it is a great handicap to the progress of 
mankind as a whole and should be abolished. War can be abolivshed 
through the establishment of a world court and a league of nations. 

hichte's plan for these two institutions as outlined in his Foundations 
of Natural Law shows remarkable similarity to the world court and 
the league of nations established more than a century after his work 
was written. In Fichte’s scheme secret diplomacy was abolished. All 
treaties between states must be registered with the league of nations. 
Any disputes between nations must be referred to the world court, and 
its decisions must be binding on both panics. Should any nation 
fail to carry out its treaty obligations or decisions of the world court, or 
should it commit aggression against another nation, military sanctions 
must be applied. It wall not be necessary for the league of nations to 
have a standing army of its own, for whenever sanctions become neces- 
sary the various member states must rai.se and equip armies to be used 
by the league for punishing the treaty-breaking or aggressor nations. 

As time went by, hdchte gradually substituted nationalism for inter- 
nationalism as his highest ideal. He never completely or formally 
abandoned his id(‘a that mankind must be coUvsidered as a whole or 


that the highest purpose in life is t^e advancement of the human race, 
but in his later years Fichte felt that human beings can best serve man- 
kind, not by a vague cosmopolitanism, but by complete and absolute 
devotion to the nation-state of which they happen to be members. 
Abstract cosmopolitanism — love of mankind in general — was con- 
sidered “lazy” and “cold,” therefore “vain,” “useless,” “absurd.” 
Love of mankind must be particularized, made concrete by devotion to 
the country in which one is born. Maidvind can best be setved by 
serving one’s own nation. 

Associated with this idea was the notion, which became more and 
more dominant in Fichte’s later thought, that the p('o|)les of dilferent 
nations differ radically from one another in their natural capa^^ities. 
Not only w'ere certain races superior, other races inferior, but even 
among the superior races, such as the peoples of Furope, there were 
many far-reaching, fundamental differences. Each nation possessed its 
own national character. The Germans, for example, show^ed a greater 
interest in and aptitude for philosophy tharl any other European people. 
Mankind could best be served, not by abolishing or ignoring these 


differences, but by letting each nation develop, to an even greater ex- 
tent than at present, its own special capacity, its own special national 
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culture. To reduce all mankind to a single uniform level, to force a 
single culture pattern upon all the peoples of Europe, would be both 
ridiculous and wicked. Each nation has its own destiny, its own 
“vocation,” and each man can best serve mankind by aiding his own 
nation to fulfill the “vocation” which Providence allotted to it.^® 

As a result of this line of reasoning Fichte came to the conclusion that 
th'e nation as embodied in the national state must in practice be the 
supreme object of man’s devotion. The state, at least the true state, 
is not merely a legal or juristic organization, a group of individuals 
bound together by the bonds of external law. The state is and must be 
a living whole, the concrete expression of the dynamic spirit of the 
nation. To illustrate this point Fichte compared the state to a living 
organism, a metaphor very popular with later etatist philosophers. 
The state is not like a heap of sand, to any single grain of which it would 
be perfectly indifferent if the other grains were torn from it or trodden 
under foot. The state is like a tree, all parts of which are intimately 
related. The tree can exist without some of its leaves and branches, 
but no leaf or branch can continue to live once it has been cut away from 
the tree. Serious injury to the tree as a wh(»le automatically brings 
injury to the leaves and branches.^® 

In the same way, it is only as a member of the state tliat man attains a 
definite [)laco in the series of living things, a resting point in nature. ... In 
all organic bodies each part constantly contributes something to the main- 
tenance of the whole and thereby contributes to its own maintenance. The 
relation between the citizen and the state is very similar.^* 

This concept, first formulated when Fichte still leaned towards cos- 
mopolitanism, assumed even deeper meaning when he turned from 
cosmopolitanism to nationalism. 

With Fichte’s gradual acceptance of nationalism as the supreme 
motivating force in human behavior, his notions regarding the power 
and the function of the state were radically transformed. In his younger 
days Fichte held that the chief function of the state was to protect the 
rights which the individual posscvssed even prior to the formation of the 
state. In his later days he argued that all the rights which an indi- 
vidual possesses are derived from the state, it being the duty of the state 
to grant to the individual those rights which he ought to possess for his 
own best interests and for the community as a whole. Among the 
rights which the individual receives from the state are property rights. 
“It is the function of the state to give to each man for the first time his 
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own, to install him for the first time in his property, and then to protect 
his possession of it.” 

But the state must have even greater and more positive functionj? 
than these. It must also look after the physical and economic welfare 
of its citizens, “it must strive to quicken industry, to improve agricul- 
ture, to encourage inventions in the mechanical arts and in the natural 
sciences.” But the state is not merely an economic organization in- 
terested in the material well-beinj^ of its citizens. It is also the promoter 
of the higher things of life, the promoter of culture or civil zation as 
opposed to barbarism. The state must, therefore, actively promote 
progress in the fine arts, and by the fine arts Fichte meant not merely 
painting and sculpture but also the drama, literature, and music. 

In the middle part of Fichte^s life, when he willingly admitted that it 
was the function of the state to look after the material and the cultural 
interests of its citizens, he still felt that certain matters, such as morality, 
religion, pure science, and philosophy, lay outside the realm of state 
control, as they were essentially voluntary and international in char- 
acter. In the last few years of his life even these were subjected to 
state domination — the state, in this instance, acting in the role of the 
national educator, moulding national morality and national intelligence 
through a rigorous state-controlled system of education. In his early 
days, it will be remembered, Fichte believed that education should be 
voluntary and entirely in the hands of the family, but after 1806 he was 
an ardent apostle of the opposite view that education should be com- 
pulsory and entirely in the hands of state-appointed officials. As far 
as possible children should not even be permitted to reside at home. In 
order that their character and intellects might be better and more 
completely moulded, they should reside in government-operated board- 
ing schools. 

Abstiact morality might be based upon pure re."»son, but concrete 
morality was considered to be largely a matter of habits and customs, and 
habits and customs could be made to conform to rational ptincq/les by 
intensive training, that is, by education, and it is the function of the 
state to see that this is done. Pure science or pure philosophy could 
only be approached by the individual reason, but the state, by compul- 
sory education, could compel men to use their reason and could force 
the minds of all youthful citizens to occupy themselves with certain 
necessary studies. If, therefore, the Germans had a certain proclivity 
to philosophy, the German state could and should force its citizens to 
develop their potential capacities along these lines. Incidentally it 
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should be noted that Fichte, in the interests of truth and morality, was 
quite willing for the state to teach its pupils a number of things which 
can only be called lies. Education “should represent to each individual 
all the others as animated by a love of order exalted to the Ideal, which 
perhaps no one person really has, but which all ought to have.” “The 
tender age of man shall be maintained in simplicity and in quiet faith 
in his race. Let the knowledge of its knavery remain reserved for 
personal experience in mature and stronger years.” 

On the question of religion Fichte was forced to proceed more cau- 
tiously. Though a deeply pious man, Fichte to the end of his days re- 
mained somewhat heretical in his theological opinions and the church 
authorities of his time regarded him with deep suspicion. But though 
he thus felt it necessary to speak cautiously about religious problems, he 
insisted that education to “true” religion was the final task of his pro- 
posed national system of education.^^ In one of the pamphlets of his 
later years Fichte also outlined his hopes for the eventual establishment 
of a truly national church. This national church, in Germany, was to 
take the })lace of the old Lutheran, Calvinist, and Catholic churches. 
This church was to teach belief in God and imniorlality, but most of its 
activities were essentially nationalistic in character. The church was 
to give special honor to those who died for the fatherland or who gave 
wise counsel to the state. At special services the local magistrate was 
to appear before the congregation and solemnly unfurl the national flag. 
By the side of the great altar were to be placed cannons and muskets, 
symbols of the determination of the people to maintain their national 
integrity by force of arms, if necessary. The sermons of the minister 
were to be directed chiefly towards making the church members good 
citizens. Nationalism in religion could scarcely go further.^* 

By his ardent and eloquent preaching of nationalism and the all- 
powerful state Fichte won a permanent place in the history of political 
thought. Scarcely less important was the fact that he postulated three 
conditions for smooth functioning of the national state and these three 
conditions have been favorite subjects of political discussion ever since. 
The first was that a national state must be based upon unity of language 
among its citizens. The second was that nationalism in the political 
sphere cannot function smoothly without nationalism in the economic 
sphere — the basic principle of •economic nationalism. The third con- 
dition was that inside its own borders the state must assume far-reaching 
control over all the economic activities of its citizens. 
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The first condition that language must be made the basis of politi- 
cal geography — was destined to be one of the most influential doctrines 
ever enunciated in political theory. The earlier political philosophers, 
both of the etatist and the liberal tradition, had thought of che state 
as a purely political and juristic entity. The national state in the mod- 
ern sense of the word arose at the time and largely in consequence of the 
Reformation. But at this time and for nearly two centuries thereafter 
the meaning of the word “nation “ as a community of persons speaking 
the same language was never thought of. Some theorists argued that 
the king should have absolute control over the people, others that the 
people should have absolute control over the king, but both groups 
thought of “the people” a« the broad mass of the populace irrespective 
of whether it belonged to one or to several races or spoke one or several 
languages. Not once during the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth 
centuries did any political thinker of the first rank claim that political 
boundaries should coincide with linguistic boundaries. 

Prior to the French Revolution and to Fichte it seemed normal and 
natural that the French king should rule over persons, some of vvhom 
spoke French, otlK*rs a Celtic language as in Brittany, others (lerman as 
in Lorraine. The ffabsburgs might or might not be considered tyrants, 
but no one thought them tyrants merely because they, CaTinan-speak- 
ing rulers, controlled the d(‘stinies of persons of Slavic, Italian, and 
Hungarian speech. Even in the early days of the French Revolution 
the principle that states sliould be erected on the basis of linguistic 
unity was never thought of. When the French armies invaded Ger- 
many or Italy, they awakened little or no nahojial hatred. Some of 
the conquered populace welcomed the French soldiers as the heralds 
of liberty; others disliked them as the heralds of mob rule or anarchy — 
but the fact that they spoke another language did not make them 
ipso facto enemies. Many of the German princes wei * perfectly willing 
to ally themselves with Napoleon against the Habsburgs and the 
Hohenzollerns and did not in the least feel that they were thereby 
betraying their “nation.” 

During the latter part of the Napoleonic era there was a revulsion of 
feeling in this regard. The inhabitants of all the petty states into which 
Germany was then divided experienced a common sense of shame and 
humiliation at being conquered by an alien monarch and by alien sol- 
diers. It was felt that all the petty governments should unite in a close 
alliance and drive out the common enemy. One of the outstanding 
leaders of the new Pan-German movement was hichte. He wished tc 
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sweep away the petty dynastic states and to unite the German-speaking 
peoples into a single great empire. Only thus could the German people 
be free, only thus could the all-important German culture survive. 
With this ena in view he composed his Addresses to the German Nation, 
wliich from that day to this has been one of the chief stimulants to 
German nationalism. 

Having argued that all German-speaking persons should unite to 
form one state, Fichte by logical necessity was forced to argue that 
other persons speaking a common language be united in one state. 
All persons speaking the same language formed part, whether consciously 
or unconsciously, of a single Volk, people or nation. The chief end of 
the state was to be the concrete embodiment of the nation. Hence 
the state was not a mere legal or political organization, ruling over 
persons of various linguistic backgrounds, but the living, forceful expres- 
sion of the will and aspirations of a single homogeneous people. A 
nation not incorporated into a state was weak and impotent; a state 
not based on a nation is cold, abstract, lifeless. It was only in the 
creation and preservation of nation-states that man Could carry out his 
spiritual destiny. 

Some of the later etatists, especially the German etatists, claimed 
that the all-important factor in human affairs is not language but 
race — by race meaning, of course, the body structure of the various 
peoples of the earth. It is whether a man is a blond or a brunette, 
whether he has a long or a round head, whether a man has an aquiline 
or a Hat nose, which counts, not whether he speaks F^rench, or German, 
or Turkish. This idea was not unknown to Fichte, but he vigorously 
denied its validity. F'ichte pointed out that, certainly as regards 
Europe, there was no such thing as racial purity; that the European 
peoples were formed by the blending of all sorts of racial strains, and 
that it was impossible to identify race and nationality or make race the 
basis of political boundaries. In France, in Italy, even in Spain there 
was a strong Germanic racial element (we should now say a strong 
Nordic element), but this was not sufficient to make them feel themselves 
German or make them wish to unite with the Germans. In Germany, 
on the other hand, there were many persons whose distant ancestors 
were Slavs (we should now say many persons of Alpine and other non- 
Nordic racial stock), yet, if they spoke German and considered German 
to be their mother language, they must be considered members of the 
German “nation.” 

One exception, and one exception only, did Fichte make in identifying 
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language and nationality. In view of present-day developments, this 
exception is of great interest. Fichte thoroughly disliked Jews, even 
those Jews who had been domiciled in Germany for centuries and whv)se 
mother language was German. Jews, he declared, were not and never 
could be Germans in the full sense of the word. He demanded that all 
civil and political rights in the German state be refused them. If 
possible all Jews were to be deported from Germany and settled in 
Palestine, their original and proper home. Fichte’s hatred of the Jews 
was almost equal to that of the Nazis, Fichte’s spiritual descendants. 
He would have great admiration, he claimed, for any Jew who had any 
sense of justice, humanity, or truth — but he doubted if there was or 
ever had been such a person. The only way to make them worthy of 
citizenship was to cut off their heads and supply them with new heads 
which did not contain a single Jewish idea.^^^ 

But apart from the Jews, Fichte insisted that language was the all- 
important factor in determining human destinies. Not only was race 
relatively unimportant, but even climate (contrary to Montesquieu) 
had very little influence in moulding human character. Language, on 
the other hand, was neither accidental nor unimportant. Langu«age is 
the most fundamental expression of the soul of a people, revealing its 
true character. Language not only reveals, it creates the national 
character. Fichte’s ideas on language and its political importance were 
destined to have far-reaching influence in the century following his death. 
The Greek, the Polish, the (ierman, and the Italian national movements 
of the nineteenth century were all merely attempts to carry out in 
the realm of actual politics the linguistic-political philosofjhy first 
given clear expression in Fichte’s writings. His idea that political 
boundaries should coincide with linguistic boundaries continues to be 
a powerful weapon even in the twentieth century. It is in accordance 
witli this doctrine that Hitler justified his forcible annexation of Austria 
and the Sudeten areas in Czechoslovakia. It is in accord with this 
doctrine that the Italian patriots of today demand the annexation of 
Corsica, Nice, and the other Italian-speaking areas of France. 

Fichte’s notions on the importance of language were so successful that 
the majority of semi-educated Europeans (and Americans) today go 
even further than Fichte himself went. Fichte was careful to distin- 
guish between race and language, even though he thought that language 
was more important than race. The modern Europeans, on the other 
hand, unless specially educated in such matters, are apt to confuse race 
and language, and using language as the all-important factor, classify 
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races upon a purely linguistic basis. There are frequent references to 
the “Latin race,” the “Celtic race,“ the “Anglo-Saxon race,” the 
“Slavic race.” The scientist knows, of course, that there is no such 
thing as a Latin race or a ("eltic race — but only peoples (of different 
racial stocks) who speak Latin or Celtic languages. But in politics 
it is not science but public opinion which causes votes to be cast and 
wars to be made. Fichteanism has triumphed to an even greater extent 
than Fichte himself would have imagined possible. 

The second of Fichte’s three conditions for the successful working 
of the national state w^as, as we have seen, economic nationalism. 
The fact that Fichte should have preached economic nationalism at the 
very beginning of the nineteenth century (his principal work on the 
subject, the Closed Commercial State, being published in ISOO) is es- 
pecially inten'sling because during the nineteenth century his views on 
the subject were very unpopular and it was not until the twentieth 
century that economic nationalism became the dominant factor in 
international relations. During the nineteenth century most political 
and economic philosophers (especially those of the liberal school) 
preached nationalism in the political sphere l)ut internationalism in the 
economic. To their minds it was right and just that England, Greece, 
Portugal, Italy should be separate political units, each with its own 
separate a/id completely independent government, but it was wrong 
and unjust for these countries to form hard and-fast economic units 
cut off from free and easy commercial and industrial intercourse with 
the rest of the civilized world. The vast majority of political phi- 
losophers during this period believed that there should be a general 
policy of low tariffs, “tariff for revenue only,” or, better still, free trade 
for all the countric's of the world. For any nation to prohibit the free 
im[)ort and export of goods, or to place artificial barriers in the way 
of international trade, such as special quotas or special taxation upon 
imported goods, was considered contrary to sound political and eco- 
nomic ideas. 

Fichte was violently opposed to this whole philosophy. To him the 
whole idea of economic internationalism was a relic of the Middle Ages. 
In the Middle Ages there was a good deal of internationalism in poli- 
tics. All persons felt themselves part of a single Christian community 
at the head of which stood the pope. Even in the purely political field 
the doctrine of national sovereignty was never developed. There was 
a graduated hierarchy of temporal officials with the emperor at the top. 



It was only natural, therefore, that with this political internationalism, 
economic internationalism should have developed at least as an ideal 
after which men strived, however imperfectly carried out in real life 
In modern times, however, where the old international Christendom 
has given way to national churches and national states, economic 
internationalism is completely out of place. 

Fichte gave many arguments in favor of his plan for economic nation- 
alism. One favorite argument was that the national state could not 
possibly hope to survive permanently even as a political unit unless 
it is more or less self-sufficient economically and not dependent upon 
foreign trade for its existence. If one nation depends for its manu- 
factured goods upon another nation, it will tend to become politically 
dependent upon this other nation. In the long run economic domina- 
tion results in political domination. Moreover, if one nation is depend- 
ent upon foreign nations for its raw materials or tor its foodstuffs, it 
becomes very vulnerable in times of war, as the cutting off of these 
supplies by blockade or otherwise will bring such a nation to its knees. 
An economically self-sufficient nation, on the other hand, does not fear 
a blockade and hence is always better prepared to defend its inde- 
pendence. 

Fichte, in fact, thought that international trade under modern con- 
ditions made for international discord and sowed the seeds of war. 
Foreseeing the rise of economic imperialism, he asserted that the con- 
stant and ever increasing struggle between nations for sources of raw 
materials and for markets for their surplus goods vvas the real though 
hidden cause of much of the political hatred between nations, hdimi- 
nate economic imperialism, abolish the struggle for outside sources of 
raw materials and for markets for surplus goo(F, and the whole inter- 
national situation is cleared up. There is no longer any occasion for 
war. International trade instead of bringing peoples together makes 
them potential and frequently active enemies. Last but not least, 
freedom of international trade makes it impossible for the naiioiial 
state to improve the economic status of its own citizens. The flooding 
of the market by foreign goods may cause the collapse of local indus- 
tries and the sudden but permanent impoverishment of thousands of 
citizens. In cases where one nation has a much higher standard of 
living than another, the “dumping" (as we should now say) of cheaply 
made goods from one nation upon another may destroy the high standard 
of living in the former country and reduce the workers to the economic 
level prevailing in the country with the low standard of living. 
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Under the weight of these arguments Fichte proceeds to argue for 
the most complete system of economic nationalism that the world has 
yet seen. Except for rare and special exceptions all trade between the 
various nations of the world was to be prohibited, and what little foreign 
trade was needed should not be left in the hands of private merchants 
but be handled as a government monopoly — an arrangeriient similar 
to that now in force in Russia. In line with this economic nationalism 
Fichte was violently opposed to the maintenance of an international 
standard of exchange such as gold. Each nation should possess its 
own type of currency, intrinsically worthless, and possessing purchas- 
ing power only within the limits of the issuing state. This idea is also 
interesting in view of the gradual abandonment by most nations of the 
gold standard in favor of an artificial paper currency and the limitation 
in several European countries of the free import and export of such 
currency. In such cases Fichte’s dream of a national — and intrinsi- 
cally worthless — currency has been realized. In Fichte’s scheme not 
only was international trade to be prohibited but even international 
travel was strongly discouraged. Ordinary persons were not to be 
permitted to journey from country to country, traveling privileges 
being granted only to specially qualified persons, scholars and the like, 
duly authorized by the government. 

Fichte was perfectly aware that his scheme for economic nationalism 
was possible only if each state was or could be made economically self- 
sufficient. Each nation should have enough agricultural land, land 
suitable for pasturage, forested land, and if possible enough coal and 
iron mines, etc., to enable it to live on its own resources without having 
to import either raw or manufactured products. Fichte was convinced 
that certain parts of the earth’s surface were obviously destined by 
nature to form economically self-sufficient units and hence should be 
destined by man to form fixed political units. He argued that each 
state sliould possess what he called fiatural boundaries enclosing an area 
large enough and varied enough to support the economic activities of 
its citizens without recourse to the outside world. Fichte was aware 
that in his own time political boundaries did not always coincide with 
natural boundaries. Especially was this true of the petty German 
states, many of which were too small to serve as self-sufficient units. 
To Fichte this fact presented no serious obstacle to his theory. Such 
small states were to be abolished, or rather incorporated in a great 
German Empire which was to be large enough and varied enough to be 
self-contained. Going from the particular to the universal, Fichte de 
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clared that every state was justified in enlarging itself, by force and waf 
if necessary, until its political boundaries did coincide with natural 
boundaries.** 

For all his philosophical insight F’chte did not perceive that his views 
on this subject were full of logical inconsistencies. To his way of think- 
ing natural frontiers were eternal and once the political frontiers had 
been altered to conform with these natural frontiers, they should never 
be changed. He did not see that the growth of population in one 
natural region or the decrease of population in another such region 
might bring about conditions where the ''natural” frontiers of one 
generation might be the unnatural frontiers of another. In like manner 
the growth of industry within each country might well produce an in- 
satiable demand for certain new raw materials hitherto little used and 
considered of small importance. The development of such a demand 
might well make nations revise their ideas as to what constituted their 
natural frontiers. Fichte's scheme whereby each state should seize its 
natural boundaries by force, instead of resulting in eternal peace, would 
probably result in new wars in each generation. 

Far more serious was the inconsistency between Fichte’s chnnand 
that "national,” that is, linguistic frontiers, be identical with political 
frontiers and his demand that natural or economic frontiers be identical 
with political frontiers. Theoretically at least it is perfectly i)ossiblc 
to fulfill either demand, but it is impossible to fulfill both demands at 
the same time. One of the tragedies of history is that linguistic and 
economic boundaries seldom have coincided. The middle Danubian 
basin (the old kingdom of Hungary) formed a well-marked economic 
area and seemed "destined by nature” to be included within a singlp 
political unit. But there were and are several language grou[)s within 
this area, and on the basis of language we saw (in 1919) the northern 
part cut off and given to Czechoslovakia, the eastern part giver to 
r^umania, the southern part given to Yugoslavia. The new reduced 
state of Hungary had no natural frontiers, and with nothing except 
purely agricultural land was no longer economically self-sufficient. 1 he 
conflict between linguistic and economic boundaries became even more 
apparent in 1938 in the dispute over the Sudetenland. Prior to 1938 
the Czech part of Czechoslovakia formed a perfect economic unit with a 
well-marked natural frontier, though within this frontier was a fringe 
of non-Czechish German-speaking persons. By ceding this German-, 
speaking area to Germany the linguistic frontier has been rectified, but 
only by violating the natural geographic frontier and reducing Czecho- 
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Slovakia to a position where it is no longer a self-sufficient economic area. 

But though Fichte’s views on this matter were logically inconsistent, 
they were nevertheless vastly important, for they were shared by most 
of the national states which grew up during the nineteenth and twentieth 
centuries. During this period most states demanded that all their 
nationals — all persons speaking the same language — be included 
within their own borders. At the same time each endeavored to in- 
crease its territory so as to include within the area subject to its control 
all regions which would give it a natural frontier in the Fichtean sense 
of the word. Whenever it suite^d its purpose in gaining territory from a 
neighboring state, each state stressed the question of language and the 
linguistic frontier ; but at other times and for equally serviceable purposes, 
the same state could and would ignore the alien minorities within its 
own area and insist that the area inhabited by these minorities be 
retained within the fatherland because of economic and geographic 
reasons. Logical inconsistency was not confined to the writings of ^the 
German professor of philosophy. 

The third condition laid down by Fichte for the successful functioning 
of the national state was quite as important as the other two. This 
condition, it will be remembered, was that each state must assume far- 
reaching control over all the economic activities of its citizens. It was 
on this point that Fichte broke most radically with the laissez-faire 
doctrines of the old liberal thinkers and of his own youthful days. The 
old liberals thought that the sole function of the state was to protect 
the property rights which the individual possessed prior to and inde- 
pendent of the state. In this scheme the state had no right to dictate 
how an individual UvSed his property. A man’s property was his, in 
absolute possession, and the individual could do with it as he saw fit. 
Fichte, at least in his later years, had a very different idea regarding 
property rights. Legal ownership to property was derived from and 
granted by the state. Moreover, the state in granting property rights 
to individuals granted only the right of exclusiv^e use of the property in 
question, not the outright and absolute ownership of this property. Even 
in granting the exclusive use of certain property to an individual and his 
heirs, this grant was made conditional. A man was granted exclusive 
rights to a piece of property only if he used it in a certain way; if he 
failed to use it well or according to the conditions laid down by the state, 
the property he had been granted could be taken away from him. The 
ownership of property, therefore, implies certain obligations as well as 
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certain rights and it is the function of the state to say what these obliga- 
tions are and also to see that they are properly carried out. Thus, for 
example, if a man allows his farmland to run completely wild, or other 
wise misuses it, the state has the rijht to confiscate it — by taxation or 
otherwise. To use a more modern illustration, if a man allows his land 
to become a breeding ground for malarial mosquitoes, if he allows his 
house to become the hiding place for infected rats, if he permits his cows 
to contract tuberculosis, he cannot claim immunity from state control 
on the ground that he has a right to do as he pleases with his own, for 
he has not carried out his obligations as a property-owner and the state 
can force him to rtiake amends under threat of confiscation. I^ollow- 
ing this argument to its logical conclusion, it immediately becomes ob- 
vious that all property becomes subject to state control.^^ 

This theory, important as it was, received even further and even rnori* 
far-reaching developments. Fichte was convinced that in a properly 
organized slate every man has a right to live^ not only in the old Lockian 
sense that the state must forestall and punish all attempts against his 
life, but also in the sense that every man has a right to make a living, 
and it is the duty of each state to see to it that conditions are such that 
every man can make a living. To the old liberals, such as Locke, it 
would have been a great calamity if a large number of citizens should die 
of starvation, but it was not the duty of the state to feed tln^se citizens --- 
such matters should be left to private charity. The state should step 
in only if one of these unfortunate persons should steal from a member of 
the propertied class — and then only to punish the offender. To 
Fichte, on the other hand, the state owed to each of its citizens a living, 
or at least the opportunity of making a living, provided always, of course, 
that the citizen was willing to work.®** The state was under no obliga- 
tion to support idlers, but every industrious person should be insured 
not only existence, but also a comfortable existence. 

Carrying out this line of thought, Fichte believed that in cases of 
sudden emergencies the state must grant direct subsidies or “chdes” to 
its citizens threatened with dire want, but he was convinced that such 
subsidies would not be neceSvSary except as temporary expediencies in 
really well-regulated states. But he was ecjually convinced that for 
each man to secure a living it was necessary for the state to assume rigid 
control over the economic activities of all its citizens. Fichte started 
with the basic assumption that there were enough natural resources in 
each state to provide a livelihood for each citizen provided that no one 
was permitted to take more than his fair share, and provided also that 
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the state saw to it that its economic machinery functioned smoothly. 
Fichte has often been called the father of socialism. This is certainly 
not true if by socialism we mean modern state socialism — the belief 
that the state should own and operate all the sources of production and 
distribution. Fichte was a great believer in private ownership and 
private operation, but he wanted all persons to be private owners and 
private operators to a certain extent, and he felt that this condition 
could only be secured if the state maintained rigid control over all owners 
and operators. 

Some of the ideas set forth in the Closed Commercial State as to the best 
methods the state should employ to carry out its control over private 
industry remind us strikingly of the methods which are now being used 
in such states as Germany and Italy. In Fichte’s scheme the state 
should limit the number of persons who may enter any given profes- 
sion.^® If there are too many doctors and lawyers, some doctors and 
lawyers may find it difficult to make a living. To prevent such a situa- 
tion Fichte would limit the number of persons who are pt*rmitted to 
practice either profession. This limitation holds good not only for the 
higher professions but also for all walks of life. The l)road mass of the 
population, according to Fichte, are divided into three main groups: 
first, the producers including farmers, miners, fishers, etc.; second, the 
artisans and industrialists who take the raw products provided by the 
producers and manufacture them into finished goods; third, the mer- 
chants of all sorts who distribute the goods furnished by the producers 
and artisans. Fichte declared that each of these three ckusses and each 
division of these three classes should be limited to a number fixed by 
the state in the interests of the whole community. Though Fichte was 
rather vague upon the subject he strongly implied that the guvernment 
should also regulate the conditions under which each man did his work. 
Curiously enough, Fichte made no actual mention of such matters as 
minimum wages and maximum hours of labor, nor the need for govern- 
ment control of sanitary conditions in factories, but undoubtedly he 
would have sympathized very strongly with governmental regulation 
of such matters because of his basic principle that the state owed each 
man not only a living but also a comfortable living. 

Furthermore, the state, in Fichte’s scheme, is to control the total 
amount of production of each basic commodity.*'^® If too much wheat is 
grown the price falls and the farmer suffers. If too little wheat is grown 
the price rises and the consumer suffers. The same condition holds for 
all agricultural products and manufactured goods. The state, therefore, 
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has the duty of trying to regulate the supply of each product so as to 
meet the natural and normal demand. For every article there should be 
a fairly definite quota fixed by the government, a quota which may not 
be exceeded under penalty of the law. If too much wheat is grown 
farmers may be required to grow other crops or turn part of their land 
into pasturage or woodland. Fichte hoped in this way to abolish the 
cycle of booms and depressions and guarantee a more or less permanent 
prosperity. He realized that certain practical difficulties lay in the way 
of carrying out his scheme in its entirety. In all farming communities, 
for example, there are good and bad years, dependent upon the weather. 
Fichte tried to overcome this difficulty by formulating a standardized 
average year. Credits were to be granted by the state to regions suffer- 
ing in any one year, but these credits had to be repaid in good years. 
Government granaries always had to keep a supply of foodstuffs to be 
used in cases of famine. 

Finally it was the duty of the state, according to Fichte, to regulate 
and stabilize all prices.^^ Cut-throat competition in prices might ruin a 
whole industry. Price-cutting by sweatshop manufactures might well 
bring ruin to workers in more legitimate establishments. On the other 
hand, where a sniall group of industrialists has almost exclusive control 
over the manufacture of a certain article, this group may demand out- 
rageously high prices for its goods and the consuming public would 
thereby suffcT great hardship. To obviate such conditions Fichte de- 
clared that the state must set the maximum and the minimum prices 
which were to be paid for all articles whether raw products or manu- 
factured goods. Incidentally these prices were not merely to be fixed; 
they were also to be stabilized by the government. Under laissez faire 
the prices paid for all goods — the general cost of living — varies 
enormously from year to year and even from month to month. More- 
over, even within this general price scale the cost of certain things be- 
comes relatively greater than that of others. Fichte disliked this fluc- 
tuation and thought that it worked hardship upon the community. 
As far as possible both the general and the relative prices of articles was 
to be made permanent. To Fichte this task did not seem insuperable. 
With the total amount of production rigidly under control, the supply 
and demand for each article would always remain more or less the same, 
thus doing away with the chief factor in price fluctuations. Moreover, 
the money in Fichte’s national state was not to be gold and silver, the 
value of which, in terms of foodstuffs, varied from time to time. Fichte’s 
national currency, though actually only so much paper or leather, was 
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really based upon the value of a bushel of grain and all other prices were 
to be stated and measured by this standard. What Fichte really was 
after was what we should now call ''the commodity dollar,” whereby 
a fixed amount of money would always buy a fixed amount of foodstuffs 
and other commodities. To keep the value of this national currency 
constant, Fichte was forced to give the state control over the credit 
structure of the community, but needless to .say, he found no difficulty 
in taking this added step. 

THE AUTHORITARIANISM OF FICHTE 

Turning now from the nature and function of the state to the nature 
and proper organization of the governmental machinery within the 
state, it is interesting to follow the various stages through which Fichte 
progressed from belief in radical democracy to insistence upon complete 
authoritarianism in governmental matters. 

In Fichte’s early writings, especially in such works as Correction of 
Some Views on the French Revolution, he supported most of the demo- 
cratic views enunciated by the French revolutionary writers. Fichte 
made no attempt in these works to outline a model constitution, or to 
give a systematic account of how much or how little power should be 
granted to the various organs of government. But during this period he 
was always insistent that ultimate political power must be derived from 
and be exercised for the benefit of the people. Governments originated 
by a transfer of power from the people, and this transfer is not irrevoca- 
ble. Governments must always rest ujion the consent of the governed. 
Revolution may sometimes, perhaps generally, be unwise, but there can 
be no doubt that the people have the right to change the form of their 
government, by force if necessary.^* He was certain that sooner or later 
despotism must be destroyed. Even at this period, Fichte never argued 
in favor of complete democracy — the direct rule of the people over 
themselves. Having torn down the existing despotism the people will 
probably have again to delegate their power to some new government. 
Nevertheless he hoped that in this new government greater rights might 
be reserved for the people. On the whole the people can be trusted, and 
through experience they will learn to govern well.^® 

Writing as he did in 1793, when the French revolutionaries were fight- 
ing against absolute monarchy rather than for a republic, Fichte did 
not discuss the relative merits of republican and monarchic forms of 
government. He seemed to take it for granted that states will naturally 
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and normally be governed by kings, but absolute monarchy or despotism 
(the two were synonymous to Fichte) must be rejected at all costs. 
Fichte had little use for king-worship. “ It is indecent for thinking men 
to crawl at the foot of a throne to beg permission to become the foot- 
stools of kings.’' Rebellion against tyrannous monarchs might indeed 
result, temporarily at least, in anarchy and confusion, but surely this 
condition was no worse than life under absolute irresponsible despots. 

Fichte was even more bitter in his attack upon the powers and privi- 
leges granted the hereditary nobility. The only nobility whose existence 
can be rationally justified is a nobility of mind, of merit, of talent. But 
surely no one could claim that the existing European nobility repre- 
sented an aristocracy of talent. The low intellectual and moral caliber 
of this group is apparent to every observer. In point of fact the present- 
day nobility has many privileges with no corresf)ondIng duties or serv- 
ices. It is therefore advisable that the present-day nobility be com- 
pletely abolished, or if that be impossible that their privileges be radi- 
cally limited. 

A few years later (during his professorship at Jena) Fichte departed 
somewhat from the radical democracy of his youth, but he was still far 
from being a thoroughgoing authoritarian. His views on governmental 
machinery at this time were incorporated in his Foundations of Natural 
Law. His theory at this period can best be described as advocating 
limited and indirect democracy with a strong hint that an hereditary 
monarchy with certain democratic and constitutional checks was the 
best form of government. In this work the state is still thought to 
originate logically, even if not historically, in the social contract, with 
the result that the general will of the people is regarded as the supreme 
political sovereign. All governmental bodies derive their authority 
from the general will or the people as a whole. These governmental 
bodies must be ultimately responsible to the people for their actions. 
If their actions become too tyrannical or too unjust, the people have 
the right to abolish these bodies and establish others to take their place. 
The right of revolution is, therefore, a sacred and natural right. But 
Fichte hoped that it would be possible for the people to establish a 
permanent check upon their government which would obviate the need 
for armed rebellion. This check was the creation of an institution, 
known as the ephorate, or the college of ephors. 

The functions of the ephors were to correspond in large measure to 
those of the ephors in ancient Sparta, and more closely still to those of 
the tribunes during the Roman Republic. In the early days of the 
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Roman Republic, it will be remembered, all the highest officers of state, 
such as the consuls, the praetors, the senators, were chosen by and from 
among the patricians, the common people, the plebeians, having no right 
to such posts. But lest these patrician officials rule over the people un- 
justly, the plebeians were allowed to elect a certain number of tribunes 
(usually ten). These tribunes had no positive functions, either execu- 
tive, judicial, or legislative, but they had the important negative func- 
tion that they could veto the act of any of the higher officers of state. 
Fichte’s ephors were to have the same function. They were to be 
chosen from among the oldest and wisest members of the population. 
They were to be elected for a limited period of years by the population 
as a whole, presumably by manhood suffrage. The ephors in Fichte’s 
scheme were to be completely separate from and independent of other 
governmental organs. They might not be related nor even have close 
social intercourse with the members of the government proper, lest they 
be corrupted. Their sole function was to keep a close scrutiny upon 
the acts of the government, and should the government become tyran- 
nical the ephors could place an “interdict” upon it, thereby suspend- 
ing the heads of the government from their offices and placing a tempo- 
rary veto upon all their acts. After such an interdict the people were 
to be called together, each town and village convoking an assembly of 
its own populace. These assemblies were to decide whether the ephors 
or the government should be given a vote of confidence. In other 
words, the government was to be impeached before a tribunal of the 
people, and if the people .should find the impeachment justified the mem- 
bers of the government would automatically lose their positions and in 
addition be forced to go into lifelong exile. 

This sounds very democratic and entirely in keeping with the radical- 
ism of Fichte’s earlier years. But there is another side to the picture. 
The people in Fichte’s scheme were to have the negative right of depos- 
ing unjust governors — or, to use modern language, the right of referen- 
dum and recall — but they were to have no positive rights. Neither the 
people nor their elected representatives, the ephors, were to exercise 
any of the ordinary functions of government. In fact, while Fichte 
insisted that the populace had the right to tear down bad governments, 
he claimed that for a people to rule directly over themselves was the 
worst tyranny of all. If the people ruled directly over themselves there 
would be no higher power before whom the people could be held re- 
sponsible — and irresponsible government is bad. An irresponsible 
democracy is just as bad as an irresponsible monarchy. In a pure de- 



mocracy one would always have to fear “the blind fury of an excited 
mob.“ To prevent the tyranny of the mob it is not only advisable 
but also necessary that ordinary governmental functions be transferred 
or delegated to a smaller body of men, with whom the people as a whole 
have no direct contact. 

Unlike the ephors, who were to hold office only for a limited period, 
the members of the government should hold office for life (unless they be 
impeached for tyranny). In order to avoid partiality the members of 
the government should avoid entangling friendships, obligations, or 
associations with private persons.'*® In other words, the members of the 
government should keep themselves aloof from ordinary social inter- 
course with the populace. Fichte was a great believer in the centraliza- 
tion of power. Local and subordinate officials were to be appointed, 
not by the local population, but by the members of the supreme govern- 
ing body, for this body is responsible for the welfare of the whole nation 
and cannot carry out its functions effectively unless all subordinate 
agents be entirely subject to its control.'*^ Montesquieu had argued in 
favor of the separation of powers, claiming that the functions of govern- 
ment should be divided among an executive body, a judicial body, and 
a legislative body, and that these three bodies should be absolutely equal 
so that each could serve as a check upon the other. Fichte violently 
disagreed with this notion. He followed Rousseau in declaring that no 
distinction could be made between the executive and the judicial func- 
tions. In the lower ranks of the adiuinistrative hierarchy some persons 
might be granted executive, others judicial duties, but the supreme gov- 
ernment must be given complete jurisdiction over both functions. 
Rousseau, however, still distinguished between the executive-judicial 
functions on the one hand and legivslative function on the other, and de- 
clared that all legislative power must be rOvServed to the people. With 
this Fichte disagreed. Fundamental constitutional laws, determining 
the form of government the state should have, might be made by the 
people, but ordinary legislation was placed entirely outside the popular 
control. Fichte disliked representative government, the placing of law- 
making powers in an elective parliament, and declared that normal legis- 
lative functions should be carried out in the form of decree-making by 
the executive- judicial body or “government.” Fichte’s “govern- 
ment,” therefore, was an all powerful, more or less dictatorial body 
having complete control over the machinery and functions of the state, 
ind was held in check only by the threat of an interdict on the part of 
the ephors. 
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Fichte admitted that it was possible to place the governing powers in 
the hands either of one person or of several persons, and that many 
arguments might be advanced for both methods of procedure. If sov- 
ereign power be placed in the hands of one person, the government was 
called a monarchy, irrespective of the title given the ruler and irre- 
spective of the method by which he came to power. If, on the other 
hand, rulership be entrusted to several persons, the state was called a 
republic, irrespective of how this governing body came* to be chosen. 
Fichte refused to say that at all times and places a monarchy was better 
than a republic, or vice versa. But it is obvious that Fichte himself 
preferred a monarchic form of government. A republic, group govern- 
ment, was said to be more dilatory, less efficient than the rulership of a 
single person. Moreover, in group rule each person would always try 
to thrust responsibility on the shoulders of his colleagues. It was, there- 
fore, more difficult to hold a republican government responsible for its 
actions. Where rulership was placed in the hands of a single person, 
on the other hand, though more mistakes might be made, the govern- 
ment was more efficient, and as the responsibilit> rests on his shoulders 
alone, he is apt to act with more circumspection. “A monarchic gov- 
ernment has more strength and life.'’^® 

It next becomes necessary to decide how the governing body (whether 
consisting of one or of several persons) should be chosen. Fichte pointed 
out that the government might be elected, either by the population as a 
whole or by a small privileged section of the population; or the govern- 
ment might be appointed, that is, in the case of a group, the existing 
members might select additional members when necessary (a self-per- 
petuating board). In the case of a monarchy the heir or successor could 
be selected by the person in power. Finally the gov'^ernor or the gov- 
erning body might be hereditary. According to Fichte there are power- 
ful arguments for all three methods of selection, yet curiously enough, 
in spite of his democratic leanings, Fichte decided tliat government by 
hereditary rulers was best. In the case of election there are apt to be 
bitter feelings between majority and minority groups, leading to perma- 
nent civil dissension. In the case of appointment there is apt to be much 
undesirable wire-pulling and political juggling. Where the choice of the 
ruler is on an hereditary basis it is easier for all parties to feel loyalty to the 
government and there is less room for scheming and crafty manipulation. 

Moreover, there are other advantages in hereditary rulership which make 
its establishment advisable, such as the fact that the ruler is entirely cut off 
from the people and from birth to death has no private association with them.“ 
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Fichte, the radical democrat, thus comes to the conclusion that the 
rulership of one is better than the rulership of many, and that rulership 
by right of birth is better than that by right of appointment or election. 
The defender of the French Revolution becomes the advocate of heredi- 
tary monarchy, of a kingship unfettered by an independent judiciary 
or by an independent legislative body, a monarchy held in check only 
by fear of a popular uprising (led by the ephors) in case it becomes too 
tyrannical. 

In the second period Fichte still believed in the right of the people to 
curb and control its government. Not only had they the right to revolt, 
but through the ephors they had the right to stop, by legal means, the 
normal functioning of the governing body. In his last period, Fichte 
decided that it was necessary to do away with democratic control. He 
decided that the establishment of the ephorate would be useless and 
meaningless and he even went so far as to throw doubts on the rightful- 
ness of revolution. The reason for this change in political opinions was 
in large measure the transformation of Fichte’s attitude with regard to 
the goodness and intelligence of the average man, the “man in the 
street.” In his youth Fichte had looked upon the common man as 
essentially good, and as intelligent even if not intellectual. In his later 
years he became thoroughly disillusioned regarding human nature. 
Man’s true nature is no doubt divine. Potentially he is capable of 
mental and moral perfection, but in actual life all government and 
political thinking must rest upon the assumption “that all men are 
vicious and that without exception they will give expression to their 
viciousness as soon as they find certain opportunity for it.” 

If common people taken individually are vicious unless controlled by 
the strong arm of the law and of government, little confidence can be 
placed in the wisdom and honesty of the mob, t!ie people as a whole. 
Ciovernment should be based upon the eternal abstract a priori princi- 
ples of right and justice. To identify abstract right and justice with 
the capricious wishes of an ignorant mob is ridiculous. “One can trust 
a select group of wise men far more than a majority which was consti- 
tuted Cxod knows how.” “As long as there are more evil than good 
men, one can be certain that it is not the proposals of the wise and of 
the good which will be accepted by the majority, but rather the pro- 
posals of the unwise.” Though the theoretical right of the people to 
rebel ag^iinst a tyrannical government cannot be denied, one must not 
forget that in practice a popular revolution instead of abolishing evils 
generally leads to still greater evils.®* 
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The ephorate is also expressly abandoned. Fichte sadly came to the 
conclusion l^at the ephorate, though a good idea, was not workable for 
several different reasons. In the first place there was the purely practi* 
cal consideration that a government in order to be efficient had to be all 
powerful, and an all-powerful government would never permit itself to 
be crippled by a group of ephors which had no organized or armed force 
at its command. Even more important was the fact that the silly 
emotional mob, instead of electing the best and the wisest men to be 
ephors, would probably choose self-seeking rabble-rousers as their repre- 
sentatives. Such men, being self-seeking, might well be bribed by the 
government to acquiesce in all manner of injustice. In case such ephors 
did fall out with the government and bring about the overthrow of the 
latter, how could one be certain that the ephors would only overthrow 
a bad government? Might they not, with their own interests in view, 
overthrow a good government, one really devoted to righteousness and 
justice? 

Fichte was led by these considerations to abandon all semblances of 
democracy in his political system, and to deny to the people any right, 
in practice, to curb or check their government. The government, which 
in the second period was to be all-powerful, now became for practical 
purposes irresponsible as well, the only check upon its actions being 
“enlightened public opinion.” But in coming to this opinion Fichte 
also changed his views regarding hereditary monarchy. As long as the 
people had a check upon the actions of the government, government 
might well rest in the hands of an hereditary king, but with this check 
removed the danger of tyranny and despotism once more became very 
real. To think that genius, talent, or righteousness is hereditary is 
ridiculous.^® A wise and just monarch might well be succeeded on the 
throne by an idiot or a criminal if kingship automatically goes from 
father to son. Fichte even in this stage of his life was far from being a 
fanatical “republican” — in actual makeshift states it might well be 
that acceptance of the hereditary principle is advisable, but in a rational 
state (and all states should seek to become rational as soon as possible) 
it is imperative that the best and the wisest should rule,^^ irrespective 
of their parentage. 

Fichte felt that the real progress of mankind had been brought about, 
not by the blind workings of the mob nor by the actions of hereditary 
despots, but by the creative genius of heroes and scholars, and that 
in an ideal state thgse heroes and scholars should be entrusted with the 
functions of government. “The civilized must rule and the uncivilized 
obey, if right is to be the law of this world.” 
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Who has united rude races together and reduced opposing tribes under the 
dominion of the law to the habits of peaceful life? Who has maintained them 
in this condition and protected existing states from dissolution through 
internal disorder or destruction by outward power? Whatever name they 
may have borne, it was Heroes who left their age far behind them, giants 
among surrounding men in material and spiritual power. They subdued to 
their idea of what ought to he races by whom they were on that account hat( cl 
and feared.®® 

In times past heroes worked blindly and unconsciously, prompted by 
the inner workings of the Divine Spirit. In modern times, according to 
Fichte, the true heroes are the scholars who have seen through the sham 
of things, have realized the true nature of reality and the true nature 
and vocation of man. These scholars, like the heroes of old, devote 
themselves to the service of ideas and ideals, and force other men to 
become civilized, to become “free” (in the Fichtean sense of the word) 
even against their wishes. These scholars should be not merely the 
teachers of mankind; they should also be the rulers of mankind.®® 
The mass of scholars, however, cannot rule the state directly. They 
must appoint one of their number, the wisest and the greatest of them 
all, to be a sort of supreme dictator in all governmental matters. This 
supreme dictator can and should use force to compel men to live in 
accordance with eternal right, the nature of which right he understands 
better than anyone else. He can and should use force to compel men 
to be “free,” to give up the shackles of their wishes and desires and fob 
low the dictates of their true moral will. In case the broad mass of 
humanity is unaware of what the true dictates of their own moral wills 
may be, the dictator will be kind enough to tell them. 

Now in this sorry world of ours, where the bad far outnumber the good, 
can the rulership of the wise and the supreme rulership of the wisest be 
brought about? Fichte, like Carlyle, was a little vague on this subject, 
but he felt that sooner or later the hand of God, the working of Provi- 
dence, would bring this about. “Sooner or later a man will arise who 
is both the ruler of his country and the most just of his countrymen. 
Such a man will certainly find a way to establish the succession of the 
best.”« 


A hundred years and more have elapsed since Fichte died. Today due 
partly at least to his influence many of the dreams which he dreamed — 
many of his wildest and most fantastic dreams — have become true. 
Germany is no longer a vast mass of petty principalities, which he hated, 
but a huge centralized national state, including within its borders most 
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German-Speaking persons. Germany was the first country in Europe 
to go in for a policy of economic nationalism (for which Fichte pleaded) 
and today, more than ever, it is Germany which tries to be completely 
self-sustaining. The strict control over the economic activity of its 
citizens, so strongly advocated by Fichte, and which seemed absurd to 
his contemporaries, has been carried out by the Nazi government. 
Finally, the Nazi government has rejected the democratic rulership 
which Fichte detested and hereditary monarchy which (in his later days) 
he despised in favor of rulership by a group who consider themselves the 
most heroic and the wisest of their countrymen (whatever the rest of 
the world may think of them). This select group of self-appointed 
heroes has delegated its power to a supreme dictator who does not 
hesitate to follow Fichte’s advice and compel men to seek righteousness 
and “freedom” in accordance with the pattern of righteousness and 
freedom which he himself has laid down. 
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CHAPTER Vll 


The Political Philosophy of 
G. F. W. Hegel 


To AN American or Englishman who has grown up in the liberal tradi- 
tion, the writings of Fichte, on first acquaintance, might well appear to 
be the last word in etatism. Surely, one might say, no one could go 
further than Fichte in glorifying the state at the expense of the indi- 
vidual or glorifying authoritarianism at the expense of democracy. 
But in reality the etatism of Fichte is only an introduction to the more 
radical and thoroughgoing etatism of Hegel and of his numerous fol- 
lowers who are usually grouped as the Hegelian school. 

With Fichte abstract or universal ethics and abstract, universal law 
were considered higher than the ethical or legal dictates of any indi- 
vidual state. The laws of any one state, to be worthy of obedience, 
must be in accord with this abstract law and ethics. With Hegel and 
the Hegelians, on the other hand, abstract ethics and abstract or natural 
law are included in, but transcended, by the moral and legal codes laid 
down by the individual state. The individual should look, not to eternal 
abstract rational principles for guidance in his actions, but to the tradi- 
tional morality evolved by his own nation and to the legal dictates laid 
down by his own state. 

Fichte stressed the supremacy of the state over the individual, but 
the state in which Fichte was interested, the state to which the indi- 
vidual was to be subordinated and sacrificed was the rational, idpal state 
— the state as it should be, rather than the makeshift state as it actually 
is. To him the rational individual might well refuse to devote himself to 
the grasping tyrannical state in which he actually finds himself. To 
Hegel and the Hegelians, however, the actual state is the ideal state; 
the state to which the individual is morally bound to devote and sacri- 
fice himself is the state into which he has been born and of which he 
finds himself, willy-nilly, a subject. Fichte glorified the state as it 
should be; Hegel glorified the state as it is. To Hegel many of the 
existing states are “stages in the self-revelation of the Absolute,** or, 
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to use theological language, the creations of God, and as such worthy of 
blind, passionate devotion. 

Fichte, for all his glorification of it, regarded the state as a means 
to an end — the end being the creation of '‘morally free individuals.” 
He stressed the power and strength of the state in the sinful present, 
but he believed that in some golden age in the distant future, when 
man has become morally perfect, the state would become unnecessary 
and all governmental machinery would disappear. Hegel and the 
Hegelians, on the other hand, thought that the state was the supreme 
end in itself, that all individuals were merely the means to this end. 
They believed that the more perfect man becomes, the more fully will 
he, of his own free will, subordinate himself to the dictates and purposes 
of the state. From the Hegelian point of view the state was not a 
necessary stage in human evolution, a stage to be eventually tran- 
scended, but was itself the supreme goal of human evolution, the highest 
expression of human activity. 

Fichte eventually came to stress nationalism at the expense of inter- 
nationalism or cosmopolitanism, but to the end of his days he still 
disliked war between states and hoped to avoid war forever by the 
creation of a league of nations and a world court of justice. Hegel, 
however, and most of his German followers glorified war. They claimed 
that war would always serve a useful and even necessary purpose in 
promoting patriotism and devotion to the national state. Hegel thor- 
oughly disliked the notion of a league of nations and of a world court, 
as such bodies would tend to interfere with the complete sovereignty 
and independence of the individual state. Believing that each state was 
an end in itself, he ridiculed the so-called dictates of international law 
and international morality. Law and morality, being the creations 
of the state, held good only for the subjects within each state. Sover- 
eign, independent states were not and could not be bound by any legal 
or moral code in their relations with one another. To Hegel each state 
had a perfect right to break or modify a treaty any time it served its 
purpose to do so. 

Fichte was an ardent nationalist, identifying the “nation” with the 
state, and claiming that all the members of one nation should be in- 
cluded within the limits of a single political unit. To his mind all the 
Germans should be citizens of a single German state, all Italians of a 
single Italian state. He would permit the nation-state to make war so 
as to incorporate within its limits all its fellow nationals. Thus, for 
example, on Fichtean principles Germany was perfectly justified in 



annexing the German-speaking Austrians and the German-speaking 
areas of Czechoslovakia. But as he was such a consistent nationalist 
Fichte was opposed to imperialism, the rule of one nation over another. 
In Fichte’s political philosophy all Germans should form a free and 
independent nation-state, but so should the Slavs, the French, and the 
other peoples of the world. Hence to 'Fichte the German nation-state 
should never seek to incorporate Slavs or Hungarians or Italians within 
its political boundaries. Hegel’s attitude towards this problem was very 
difTerent. Hegel agreed that normally the nation and the state should 
be identical and that most nations had the right to free and independent 
political existence. But he held that some nations are more virile than 
others, and that some nations have lost their virility, and hence have lost 
their right to political independence. On this basis he defended, for 
example, French rule over the Bretons, and English rule over the Welsh. 
But once this principle be admitted, there appears to be no limit in the 
applications to which it may be (and has been) put. Have not the 
Italians, a virile nation, a right to rule oyer the Ethiopians; have not the 
Japanese, another virile nation, a right to rule over the Chinese, on the 
ground that the Ethiopians and the Chinese have lost their virility 
and thereby their right to independent existence? 

Fichte was an authoritarian in that he confined political rights to only 
a small section of the population. But he always opposed the theory 
of the divine right of kings and in his last years he attacked any and 
every form of hereditary monarchy. Hegel, on the other hand, believed 
that hereditary monarchy was the only rational form of government and 
the only form of government in accordance with the Eternal Spirit or 
God, a reinteriM'ctation of the old divine right theory. Hegel insisted, 
moreover, that the king, though not absolute, should have real and not 
merely nominal powers. 

Fichte was violently opposed to the old social and political hierarchy. 
He wished to abolish the old hereditary aristocracy and regarded even 
the gr(^at landowners and the industrial and the commercial magnates 
with an unfriendly eye. He insisted that all citizens should enjoy at 
least civil and legal equality, with no special privileges for any favored 
class. Hegel, on the other hand, felt that the division of mankind into 
social, economic, and political classes was part of the eternal and rational 
order of things, and that some classes should be given more, others fewer 
political privileges. In Hegel’s model constitution, the national as- 
sembly was to represent, not individuals (one member for so many 
thousand persons, irrespective of who these persons might be), but 
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groups and classes. The upper and upper middle classes, the land 
owners, the captains of industry, the professional classes were to be 
specially represented and in the national assembly these favored groups 
were to outweigh the representatives of all other groups and classee. 
The vast bulk of the population were to be shorn of real political power, 
in fact were to be dismissed from serious consideration on the ground 
that they constituted that element in the community which did not 
and could not think and which scarcely knew what it really wanted. 

Fichte felt that at least in the field of morals all men are equal, having 
the same duties and obligations. To Hegel and the Hegelians even this 
idea was dangerously radical. To them every person was allotted by 
Providence a certain station in life. The duties, even the moral duties, 
of each station dilTer enormously, and for a man to be effectively moral 
he must spend his time reflecting, not upon abstract universal moral 
codes, but upon his own station in life and upon the duties directly 
attendant upon this station. 

Hegel’s life and times 

Hegel occupied a very important, almost a unique position in the 
intellectual life of the nineteenth century. In Germany, at any rate, 
he was regarded during this period more or less as IMato and Aristotle 
were regarded during the classical period. He was to most of his fellow 
Germans not a philosopher, one among many; he was the philosopher, 
the man who had grasped for the first time the true nature of reality 
and to whose system later thinkers could only add postscripts and 
addenda. 

Many writers and thinkers have to wait until they are dead before 
they win widespread recognition. Hegel leaped to fame during his 
own lifetime, and in the latter part of his career was the uncrowned king 
of the intellectual world in Germany. Hegel was the spiritual heir of 
Kant and of Fichte, but Kant in his own lifetime remained a professor 
with but a handful of students in an obscure university in the north- 
eastern frontier lands of Prussia. Fichte, to be sure, led a far more 
active and varied life and taught in the larger and better known uni- 
versities. But Fichte, because of his irascible personality was never 
popular. He left Jena in disgrace and even in Berlin he was always 
in hot water. During his closing years he was admired but disliked and 
even distrusted by the higher Prussian authorities to whom he owed his 
appointment. Hegel, on the other hand, though slow in making a start 



in the academic world, eventually became not only the most influential 
but also the most popular university professor in Germany. Three 
universities vied for his services, and when he eventually accepted a call 
to Berlin University it was generally felt that he was conferring as much 
honor upon Berlin by going there as Berlin conferred upon him by asking 
for his services. Though Berlin University was already a large and 
important institution, it had only recently been established and still 
lacked tradition and th^ prestige that goes with tradition. During 
Hegel’s professorship, and in large measure owing to his presence and in- 
fluence, Berlin came to be considered for the first time the intellectual 
center of Germany. In Berlin Hegel always stood in high favor with the 
Prussian king and the Prussian ruling bureaucracy — becoming not only 
the king of philosophers but also the philosopher of kings. He was more, 
he was the official philosopher, the official spokesman in academic mat- 
ters for Prussia and Prusslanism. 

Hegel was not cursed with false modesty. He was convinced that he 
had solved all the problems with which previous speculators had wrestled 
in vain. He was equally convinced that further progress in science and 
philosophy could add but little to the truths contained in his system. 

Although I could not possibly think that the method which I have pursued 
. . . might not be capable of much perfecting, of much thorough revising 
in its details, I know that it is the only true method. ... It is clear that no 
method can pass for scientific that does not go the gait of this method. 

Several times Hegel expressed the opinion that he was not merely a 
person arguing and reasoning about the World Spirit, but that his 
thoughts and ideas were really the thoughts and ideas of the World 
Spirit itself ; or, to use theological language, he felt that he was an inspired 
prophet, voicing the thoughts of God. It is not surprising, considering 
Hegel’s temperament, that he convinced himself of his own im[)ortance, 
but it is rather surprising that he was able to convince so many of his 
contemporaries. On his death many of his disciples earnestly debated 
the question whether or not there was anything left to do — for had not 
philosophy been perfected and completely manifested in the writings 
of the master? 

To be sure, this attitude did not last long. Every self-respecting pro- 
fessor of philosophy, be he ever so humble, feels it necessary to improve 
on his predecessors and bring forward one or two novel ideas of his own. 
Before many years had passed, even the most ardent disciples felt called 
upon to attack some details of the Hegelian system, to modify others, 
to add not a few notions of their own. After a few decades the Hegelian 
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school had broken up into a number of difTerent branches, each violently 
inimical to the others. Nevertheless the Hegelian school in some form 
or other remained the dominant system in the German universities dur- 
ing the greater part of the nineteenth century. Even those philosophers 
who attacked orthodox Hegelianism were, for the most part, strongly 
influenced by many of the Hegelian concepts. Towards the close of the 
nineteenth century there was indeed a general reaction against the 
Hegelian tradition, and for a while it appeared that the long reign of 
Hegel was over, but in the twentieth century there arose a new group of 
thinkers and teachers with the cry, “Back to Hegel,” and the last few 
years have seen a flood of new books re-expounding and reinterpreting 
the basic Hegelian assumptions. 

Nor should it be forgotten that Hegel’s influence in Germany was not 
confined to the realm of pure philosophy or professional philosophers. 
Directly or indirectly he influenced many writers in other fields, espe- 
cially in history and jurisprudence. Many of Germany’s foremost his- 
torians during the nineteenth century, notably those with a strong 
nationalist bias, such as Ranke, Droysen, and Treitschke, were deeply 
affected by their reading of Hegel, even though they ignored or rejected 
many of Hegel’s metaphysical notions and even differed from Hegel in 
their interpretation of the nature and function of history. Not less im- 
portant was the effect of Hegelian ideas upon many of Germany’s leading 
writers on law and jurisprudence. From the long list of such writers it 
is necessary to cite only such a name as that of Savigny, the real founder 
of the historical school of jurisprudence, who was long a colleague of 
Hegel’s at the University of Berlin and who borrowed many of his ideas 
from the Hegelian theory of the state. Even more important is the fact 
that there has grown up in Germany a special and very powerful school 
of jurisprudence which frankly called itself Neo-Hegelian, whose leading 
exponent was Joseph Kohler, generally considered the greatest of the 
German writers of juristic problems. 

Considering the enormous influence exerted by Hegel and Hegelian 
concepts upon the intellectual life of Germany during the nineteenth 
and twentieth centuries, it is not surprising that many of the Hegelian 
ideas became realized in the world of practical politics. It would, of 
course, be ridiculous to blame (or praise) Hegel for all the subsequent 
developments in German political life. There were undoubtedly many 
causes and many contributing factors behind these developments. But 
it is worthy of note that many of the subsequent German political leaders 
were admittedly influenced by Hegelian doctrines (especially Hegel’s 



doctrines with reference to the state) and that many of the changes 
which these leaders brought about were little more than the practical 
application of these doctrines. 

It has long been recognized that Hegel is the spiritual father of 
Bismarck and the Bismarckian notions regarding the duties and the 
functions of the national state. As Merbach ^ puts it: "'At the portal of 
Bismarck's century stands the life, thought, and activity of Hegel like 
the thought before the deed. ... It is not too much to say that Bismarck 
carried out in fact what Hegel and his disciples expressed and de- 
manded.” Bismarck's emphasis upon the nation-state based upon force 
or power as the supreme goal of human activity; his belief that the state 
is not a collection of individuals but a single organic whole; his advocacy 
of an all-powerful monarchy and bureaucracy in opposition to democ- 
racy; his notions of international relations — were all rooted in Hegelian 
principles. 

By a curious paradox, Bismarck's most violent opj)onents, the social- 
ists Karl Marx, F'ricdrich Engels, and Ferdinand Lassalle, were also 
disciples, though aberrant ones, of Hegel. Lassalle, for many years the 
head of the parliamentary Socialist Party in CaTinany, was an avowed 
follower of Hegel and wrote a book defending Hegel from some of his 
opponents. Lassalle, in fact, regarded himself largely as an interpreter 
or reinterpreter of Hegel, though Hegel must have turned in his grave 
at some of the constructions put upon his words. The case of Engels 
and Marx (the joint authors of the Communist Manifesto and Capital) 
is somewhat different. In their younger days both were definitely 
members of the Hegelian school, and one of Marx’s first works was a 
Critique of IlegeVs Philosophy of Law, in which he disagreed radically 
with many of Hegel’s conservative conclusions, but insisted that the 
Hegelian system was “the most logical and the richest” philosophy of 
the state which had ever been devised. In later years Marx and Engels 
became more violent in their disagreement with Hegel and rejected the 
Hegelian idealistic philosophy entirely, but to the end of their days both 
remained strongly stamped by their Hegelian background. In many 
ways we may say that the Marx-Engels philosophy of the state and of 
history was the Hegelian doctrine turned topsy-turvy. The “dialectic 
materialism” or economic materialism of Marx and Engels was only 
the dialectic spiritualism or idealistic determinism of Hegel turned 
around. It is the Hegelian aspect of Marxian socialism and commu- 
nism which so strongly distinguishes this school from the more “liberal,” 
empirical socialism which developed in England and in America. 
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Last but not least, it is easy to find in the Nazi Party of present-day 
Germany many elements of Hegelian ideology. Most of the Nazi lead- 
ers have quietly discarded the clumsy framework of the Hegelian meta- 
physics. But after all, even with Hegel, this framework was merely the 
scaffolding used in building the philosophy of the state, and the finished 
edifice has been taken ovej by the Nazis almost in its entirety. It should 
not be forgotten that the word Nazi is an abbreviation of the term 
National Socialist Party. The Nazi Party is both nationalistic and (in 
the broader sense of the word) socialistic. Bismarck developed the 
nationalism which was explicit in Hegel; Lassalle, Marx, and Engels de- 
veloped the socialism which was implicit in Hegel. Hitler and his co- 
horts have combined the nationalism of Bismarck with many features 
taken from the socialism of Lassalle, Marx, and Engels to form the Nazi 
philovsophy of the state. Hitler, to be sure, regards Marx and the Marxi- 
ans with loathing. He is disdainful even of Lassalle, but it is obvious 
that he has taken many of his ideas from these thinkers. That he oiit- 
Bismarcked Bismarck in his emphasis upon nationalism goes without 
saying. 

So far we have spoken only of the effect of the Hegelian philosophy 
upon Germany, but it must be borne in mind that Hcgebs influence 
spread over the continent of Europe. Translations of his works appeared 
in a number of languages, and a host of enthusiastic Hegelian disciples 
arose in France, in Holland, and in the Scandinavian countries. But 
by a curious freak of fortune the two countries most influenced by 
Hegelian doctrines were England and Italy. In England, Hegelianism 
did not find widespread acceptance until the last quarter of the nine- 
teenth century. One of the first persons to attract general attention to 
the Hegelian system was T. H. Green, the founder of the Oxford idealist 
school, but Green, though deeply impressed by Hegel, could not stomach 
all the features of Hegel’s radical etatism. Many of Green’s successors, 
however, were willing to go much further than was Green himself. Grad- 
ually there arose a powerful school of thought which adopted most, 
though not all, of Hegel’s philosophical principles, including his phi- 
losophy of the state. Among the numerous writers of this group it is 
necessary to mention only two persons, Bernard Bosanquet, famous for 
his Philosophical Theory of the Slate y and F. H. Bradley, well known for 
his Ethical StiidieSy with its emphasis upon ** My Station and Its Duties.” 

To the followers of the old liberal tradition it seems a pity that Hegel 
and his theory of the state should find so many disciples and exponents 
in England — their rejection of the old English tradition appearing 



almost like treason. But the fact that an Hegelian school arose in 
England has at least one advantage to the student of the history of po- 
litical philovsophy, namely, that many of the Hegelian concepts became 
presented in an interesting and intelligible form. In France for any 
writer, even a great philosopher, to command an extensive following, it is 
necessary that he present his ideas in a clear and precise manner. In 
England and in America we sometimes demand that a man prove his 
scholarship by loading his writings with numerous footnotes and cross- 
references, but we think none the less of him if his text is lucid or at least 
understandable. In Germany, on the other hand, a tradition has grown 
up (a tradition seemingly started by Kant) that for a man to be profound 
he must be obscure; that depth and intelligibility are contradictory 
terms. No one was more affected by this tradition than Hegel, with the 
result that he devised a vocabulary and a method of expression which 
render his writings completely baffling to the average reade’*. The 
typical Englishman or American is as much mystified by Hegel in literal 
translation as he is by He^el in the original German. Many a devout 
student of Hegel has willingly admitted that he has spent twenty years 
in the study of Hegel and still fails to understand all that Hegel meant 

This obscurity of Hegel was one secret of his success in his native land. 
Many a good German feels that Hegel must be a great philovsopher, largely 
because of the fact that when he reads Hegel he can understand only one 
page in ten. The good German is deeply impressed when he reads 
Hegel’s definition of the state as the “realized substantive will having its 
reality in the particular self-consciousness raised to the plane of the uni- 
versal.” ^ He is not quite certain what it means, but it sounds so pro- 
found that he feels it must be true, and nods his head in quiet acquies- 
cence when Hegel deduces from this definition the notion that the state, 
therefore, must have the “highest right,” that is, Cvanplele control, over 
the individual, and that the “highest duty [of the individual] in turn is 
to be a member of the state.” ^ 

The average American or Englishman when presented with a page of 
Hegelian jargon feels either annoyance or amusement. The English 
Hegelians, therefore, realizing this fact, felt it necessary to interpret and 
paraphrase the Hegelian writings in such a way as to make them rea- 
sonably intelligible. As a result, students of Heglian etatism find it 
advisable to turn to tlie works of the English Hegelians when attempting 
to discover the real principles upon which the Hegelian philosophy of the 
state was based. 

In Italy, Hegel and the Hegelian principles have had even greater 
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vogue than in England. In England, Hegelianism gave rise to a school 
of political philosophers, but these philosophers had only an indirect 
influence upon practical politics. The English Hegelians, moreover, 
found it advisable to reject some of the more extreme features of Hegel’s 
political theory, such as his emphasis upon monarchic and authoritarian 
principles. In Italy, on the other hand, Hegelianism has had a profound 
effect not only upon theoretical but also upon practical politics. In addi- 
tion the Italians were willing to accept not merely some but all of Hegel’s 
authoritarian conclusions, and in some cases have even out-Hegeled 
Hegel himself. Hegelianism was first popularized in Italy about the 
middle of the nineteenth century by Augusto Vera, a professor at Milan 
University, later at the University of Naples. Following Vera there 
sprang up a large number of Italian Hegelians and semi-Hegelians who 
applied their principles not only to philosophical but also to historical, 
to juristic, and to political problems. In the first two decades of the 
twentieth century, two Hegelians, Benedetto Croce and Giovanni Gen- 
tile, attained widespread fame and popularity. Both followed Hegel in 
emphasizing and glorifying the state, insisting upon the supreme part 
it plays in forming worthy individuals. 

There are many features of Italian Fascism which are non-Hegelian 
in origin, but there can be no doubt that the spread of the Hegelian 
school paved the way for the acceptance and triumph of Fascism. Nor 
can it be doubled that Fascism has incorporated within its doctrines a 
number of the political ideas first clearly enunciated in modern times by 
Hegel. It was not an accident that Gentile, formerly a preacher of 
Hegelianism, found no difficulty in suddenly becoming one of the fore- 
most exponents and interpreters of Fascism. Equally interesting is the 
fact that when we read the writings of Alfredo Rocco, perhaps the most 
important of the “official ’’ Fascist philosophers, we almost feel that we 
are reading Hegel’s Philosophy of Right denuded of its metaphysical 
background. 

In Fascist Italy, as in Nazi Germany, there is the same emphasis upon 
nationalism, etatism, and authoritarianism which were such character- 
istic features of Hegel’s philosophy of the state. In Fascist Italy, even 
more than in Nazi Germany, there is emphasis upon the role to be played 
in the state by “corporations” as opposed to individuals, another dis- 
tinguishing feature of Hegelian political theory. In Fascist Italy as in 
Nazi Germany there is a violent denunciation of Marx and of Marxian 
socialism, but under Mussolini, a former socialist leader, there is the 
same quiet adoption of certain phases of the socialist system, which 



itself was a curious and aberrant outgrowth of the Hegelian philosophy 
of history and of the state. 

The life of Hegel, like that of most university professors, was not 
especially dramatic or exciting, but certain phases of his career throw a 
good deal of light upon his social and political ideas and are worthy of 
mention. 

Hegel was born in 1770, six years before the American Declaration of 
Independence; nineteen years before the outbreak of the French Revo- 
lution. His birthplace was the city of Stuttgart, the capital of the 
duchy, later the kingdom, of Wiirttemberg. The place of his birth is 
mildly interesting. Wiirttemberg was a South German state, and during 
the early part of his life Hegel felt himself far more at home with the 
South Germans, such as the Bavarians and the Austrians, than with the 
Germans of the north, such as the Prussians. Considering his later career 
it is amusing to find that for many years he regarded Prussia and the 
Prussians with active dislike. He witnessed the decay of the Habsburgs 
and the rise of the Hohenzollerns with dismay, and in one of his earlier 
writings {Die Verfassiing Deutschland $) he pleaded that Austria rather 
than perfidious Prussia should take the lead in re-creating a strong 
German Empire. When the Napoleonic armies crushed Prussia at the 
battle of Jena, Hegel spoke and wrote of the Prussian humiliation with 
great glee. Fortunately for Hegel none of these writings saw the light 
of day during his own lifetime. 

In later life his attitude towards North Germany in general and Prussia 
in particular was completely transformed. This was partly due to the 
religious situation, regarding which Hegel became more acutely con- 
scious as the years went by. Most of the .South German states were Ro- 
man Catholic. Wiirttemberg, on the other hand, like most of the North 
German states, including Prussia, was Protestant, which meant that not 
only the religious outlook, but also the literary, historical, and social 
traditions of the Wurttembergers had more in common with North Ger- 
many than with South Germany. In his early years Hegel, who felt 
himself above such petty matters as the difference between Protestant- 
ism and Catholicism, ignored this difference, but in middle life he sud- 
denly discovered that he had far more in common with Protestant 
Prussia than with Catholic Bavaria or Catholic Austria. To Hegel the 
very fact that he felt more at home in Prussia than in Austria meant that 
Prussia, not Austria, must become the leader of the German people in the 
formation of a strong national state. Personal matters were not un- 
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mixed with this change of attitude. Catholic Austria consistently ig- 
nored him. Catholic Bavaria employed him, but only as the director 
of a gymnasium (principal of a high school as we should say) in one of 
the cities which happened to be Protestant. Prussia, on the other hand, 
made Hegel the leading professor in its highest institution of learning. 
Small wonder that Hegel came to regard Prussia and the Prussian sys- 
tem of government as the concrete expression of the same eternal verities 
which underlay his system of metaphysics. 

Hegel’s social position is also deserving of attention. Fichte, by birth 
a member of the lower middle classes, long regarderj “the people” as the 
bulwark of the state and the supreme arbiter of governmental affairs. 
Hegel, on the other hand, was the son of upper middle class parents. 
Brought up in such a family it is small wonder that he looked upon the 
bulk of the population with disdain. Not being an aristocrat he was 
somewhat dubious as to the value of an hereditary nobility, but he was 
certain that the upper and upper middle classes, taken as a whole, 
formed far and away the most important element in the population and 
that this group should lead the ignorant masses. More to the point, 
Hegel’s father was a civil servant, a member of the petty bureaucracy of 
the state of Wurttemberg, and this fact seems to have made a profound 
impression upon Hegel’s mind. In different stages of his career Hegel 
held widely different views regarding certain political problems, but he 
never abandoned the notion that the welfare of the state demanded a 
strong well-trained hierarchy of permanent officials, chosen on an ap- 
pointive and not an elective basis. His ideal state was a monarchy but a 
constitutional monarchy, a monarchy held in check not so much by the 
elected representatives of the people as by the members of the perma- 
nent bureaucracy. He was insistent that the civil service should not 
merely be entrusted with the task of executing and administering law, 
but also that the members of the bureaucracy should have a large jiart 
in the making of laws. He thus advocated hav ing a large number of the 
higher officials made ex officio members of the legislative assembly. 

Hegel’s boyhood and youth are of no concern to us. As a student at 
the Stuttgart gymnasium or high school he was considered a slow, 
plodding, conscientious, and hard-working boy with a retentive memory 
and sound intelligence, but with no signs of genius or even of brilliance. 
Of greater significance were the years spent as a student at the Univer- 
sity of Tubingen. Hegel was destined by his parents to be a Lutheran 
minister and with this end in view his college studies were largely theo- 
logical in character. It is curious to note that three of the greatest 
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etatists of the nineteenth century, Fichte, Carlyle, and Hegel, were all 
theological students and that all three reacted to their theological studies 
in much the same way. All three were profoundly religious by nature, 
but all three found it impossible to accept the orthodox dogmas. All 
three refused to lapse into skepticism or agnosticism, but attempted to 
reinterpret traditional doctrines in terms of a general metaphysics 
acceptable to the rational mind. Carlyle rejected the ancestral God, but 
believed fervently in the Eternal Verity. To Fichte, God was but a 
popular and inadequate way of expressing the Universal Self. To Hegel, 
what the populace called God should be called the Absolute or the 
Absolute Spirit or Mind. All three rejected revelation in the ordinary 
sense of the word, but all three believed that the nature and the purposes 
of God could be known to philosophers gifted with insight. All three re- 
jected miracles, but all three accepted Providence, the guidance and con- 
trol of human destinies, the rise and fall of nations by the hand of the 
Supreme Being. All three regarded human history as the truest revela- 
tion of God. 

Fichte, Carlyle, and Hegel, moreover, transferred to the field of politi- 
cal and social life the religious enthusiasm, sometimes the religious 
fanaticism, that is normally reserved for a discussion of theological prob- 
lems. All three were as dogmatic in political matters as orthodox theo- 
logians are supposed to be in religious matters. All three failed to be- 
come “ministers of the gospel,” but all three became and remained 
preachers directing their eloquence to converting mankind to an accept- 
ance of their political creed. Hegel was especially insistent that the 
so-called religious impulse should be applied to the solution of political 
problems. In his younger days Hegel, the Lutheran theological student, 
thought that in many ways Christianity was far inferior to Greek re- 
ligion. Christianity had accepted too literally the saying, “my kingdom 
is not of this world”; had concentrated attention too exclusively upon 
God above the world, upon the immortal soul and the far-off kingdom of 
Heaven. Greek religion was superior because it dealt to a greater extent 
with the affairs of this world, thought of religion as part of the state 
and not as above the state. Greek religion was part and parcel of politi- 
cal and social life. 

To the Greek the idea of his fatherland, the state, was the invisible, the 
higher reality for which he labored and which formed his persistent motive. 
This was his end and aim of the world, or the end and aim of his world, which 
he found expressed in reality and which he helped to express and to maintain. 
In comparison with this idea, his own individuality was as nothing; it was 
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its endurance, its continued life that he sought, and this he was himself able 
to realize. To desire or pray for permanence of eternal life for himself as an 
individual could not occur to him, or at least it was only in moments of in- 
action and despondency that he could feel a stronger wish and relation to 
his individual self.^ 

In later life Hegel departed from this rather antagonistic attitude to- 
wards the spirit of Christianity, but his belief that the religious impulse 
should be directed towards the things of this world and find its fullest 
expression in political life was never changed. The state is declared to be 
the “actual God,” or God made manifest. Religion, which is based 
upon intuition, feeling, and imaginative thought, has a very important 
part to play in human life, but the devotees of religion should never for- 
get that the object of their worship is not or should not be a transcendant 
God, a God beyond the world, but an immanent God, a God manifested 
or revealed in the world, and that the state is the most perfect manifes- 
tation of the deity in the world of men. “The state is the divine will as a 
present spirit which unfolds itself in the actual shape of an organized 
w^orld.** ^ The state, instead of being denied or despised by religious 
enthusiasts, should be revered as an “earthly God.” 

Indirectly at least, the theological training which Hegel received at 
Tubingen had a tremendous influence upon his opinions, but he regarded 
his rather pompous and rigidly orthodox professors with suspicion, and 
would never discuss with them the fundamental problems which per- 
plexed his brain. As a result they, in turn, looked upon him as a rather 
dull fellow, a youngster with sound enough scholarship, but with no gift 
for expressing himself and with little or no imagination. But the stimu- 
lus wdiich he failed to find in his professors he did receive from long talks 
with some of his fellow students, and above all from his wide and varied 
reading of books. Among the writings which most influenced his later 
opinions were the works of Kant and Fichte, the works of the Greek 
philosophers, especially Plato and Aristotle, and the WTitings of such 
French thinkers as Montesquieu and Rousseau. From all these authors 
he extracted those notions which fitted in best with his already strongly 
developed etatist tendencies. 

It is not surprising that Hegel should be affected by the writings of 
Kant and Fichte, for these two men were then the two great lights in 
the German philosophical firmament. The young students of Hegel’s 
generation regarded both men as Titans in the world of thought. In 
later life Hegel sharply criticized both these masters and regarded him- 
self as their superior. Nevertheless he remained deeply indebted to 
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both the Kantian and Fichtean systems, and many of his own doctrines 
are intelligible only in the light of the ideas thrown out by these two 
men. In common with Kant and Fichte, Hegel rejected the English 
type of philosophizing, with its reliance upon sensation, experience, and 
experiment. Like his predecessors Hegel believed that ultimate reality 
could and should be known by abstract reason — and a touch of in- 
tuition. Hegel also learned to dislike the somewhat tentative and 
skeptical character of the English tradition. In common with Fichte 
and Fichte’s interpretation of Kant, Hegel believed that the problems 
of the universe could be solved, in fact had been solved, through his own 
philosophic system. Though Hegel differed radically from F'ichte in 
details, he agreed that the whole universe is spiritual or mental in char- 
acter. Hegel, moreover, took over from Kant and from Fichte the all- 
important doctrine that '"freedom” meant action in accord with reason, 
freedom to do the right thing rather than freedom to do as one chose. 
Using this notion as a starting point, Hegel developed the implicit 
etatism and authoritarianism of Kant and of Fichte’s earlier writings 
into the explicit etatism and authoritarianism of his own system. 

Scarcely less Important was the influence exerted upon Hegel by the 
Greek philosophers, especially by Plato and Aristotle. From boyhood, 
Hegel was strongly attracted by the ancient Greek civilization and mode 
of life and thought. To him the Greek dramatists were the greatest 
the world has ever seen and, as we have already observed, he felt for 
many years that the spirit of Greek religion was in many ways better 
than the spirit of Christianity. It is not surprising, therefore, that he 
was very susceptible to the teachings of Greek philosophy. In the field 
of metaphysics he strove to incorporate in his own system a reinterpre- 
tation of Plato’s doctrine of ideas and of Aristotle’s doctrine of forms. 
In the field of politics the influence of Plato and Aristotle was equally 
strong. In common with these great thinkers of antiquity he proclaimed 
that "man Is a political animal”; that the state is not an artificial 
creation, but the natural and necessary outgrowth of human activity; 
that man’s "natural” state is political, not prepolitical. Both Plato 
and Aristotle were etatists; both believed that the state should have 
control over the individual; that the individual can have no rights 
against the state. Hegel, for all his philhellenism, rather disliked the 
democratic features of ancient Athens. He preferred to accept the ideas 
of Plato and of Aristotle that the government should be in the hands of 
the "better classes.” In Rome, as opposed to Greece, we find, at least 
in an elementary state, the doctrine of individual rights. In Roman 
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political and legal philosophy we find the doctrine that ^^governinent 
should rest upon the consent of the governed" and that all officials 
derive their authority from the people. It is small wonder that Hegel 
felt far more drawn to the Greek than to the Roman tradition. 

Finally, during his university career and in the years immediately 
thereafter Hegel was greatly affected by the ideas and doctrines current 
in France. In Hegel’s time French was for all Europe not only the 
language of diplomacy but also of society and polite literature. Even 
in Germany to be a polished gentleman meant being acquainted with 
the works of the leading French writers. Hegel, with his yearning for 

culture,” could not escape French influence. In the young, fresh, 
romantic years of college life even Hegel, the stodgy, matter-of-fact 
Hegel, known to his fellow students as “the old man,” felt for some 
months a warm sympathy for the aims and ideals of the French revolu- 
tionaries. There is even a tradition that he was one of a group of 
students who planted a tree of liberty in the market place at Tul)ingen. 
Hegel’s enthusiasm for the French Revolution soon died away, but he 
later became,^ and remained, deeply impressed by the meteoric career of 
Napoleon. To Hegel, Napoleon was the personification of the “Soul of 
the World.” In his later years Hegel was thoroughly ashamed of his 
youthful sympathy with the Revolution. He thought it advisable 
even to hide his admiration for Napoleon, but to the end of his days he 
remained deeply influenced by certain features of F'rench political 
thought, especially as expressed in the writings of Montesquieu and 
Rousseau. Hegel, to be sure, was little impressed by Montesquieu’s 
individualistic tone and was only half converted by Montesquieu’s ad- 
vocacy of the system of check and balance and the separation of 
powers. To Hegel, Montesquieu’s real contribution was the idea that 
each nation in the course of its historic development acquires a tradition, 
a spirit, a genius, all its own, and that the laws of that nation should be 
an expression of that spirit and should not be based upon abstract 
reasoning. This idea strongly influenced Hegel’s doctrines on the 
philosophy of law and the philosophy of history. In like manner Hegel 
was horrified by Rousseau’s idealization of the “state of nature,” by his 
doctrine of the social contract, and by his emphasis upon democracy. 
For Hegel, Rousseau was important because the latter had stressed the 
significance of the rational will as the basis of human activity, and of the 
general will, as opposed to the will of all, as the basis of the state. 

For six years after leaving his university Hegel served as a private 
tutor in aristocratic private homes, first at Berne in Switzerland and 
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later at Frankfort, the old imperial city of Germany. He^el was not 
especially successful or popular as a tutor and though he wrote numerous 
essays and articles during this period, none of these early writings were 
published. Hegel felt that he should stand under the aegis of some well- 
known university before trying through printed works to convince the 
general public of the genius he felt sure lay within him. In 1800 the 
long-sought-for opportunity arrived. Hegel’s friend Schelling, formerly 
a fellow student at Tubingen, inherited Fichte’s professorship of Philos- 
ophy at the University of Jena. Through Schelling’s inlluence Hegel 
received an appointment as dozent or lecturer at the same institution. 
At that time it was the custom in German universities to pay full 
professors a regular salary. Dozenten or lecturers, on the other hand, 
had to depend on the fees from whatever students they were able to 
attract to their courses. Hegel’s financial prospects at Jena w^ere 
therefore very dubious. Just at this time, however, his father died 
and he inherited from the paternal estate the princely sum of about 
fifteen hundred dollars. Using this as capital, Hegel accepted the Jena 
appointment and thereby officially entered upon his academic career. 

Hegel remained at Jena for seven years (1800 1807). During this 
period he evolved in liis own mind all the essential features of his elab- 
orate and comi)lieated system of philosophy. In addition to his teaching 
he composed (and this time published) numerous essays and also his 
first great book, the Phenomenology of Mind. With this record of 
achievement Hegel had high hopes of being promoted to a regular 
salaried professorship, but at this time his hopes were in vain. There 
were few vacancies and the few which did exist were filled by other men. 
To make matters worse the Napoleonic wars came closer and closer to 
Jena. Eventually a great battle took place just outside the little 
university town. The wars affected Jena Univeisity disastrously. 
There was a great decrease in the nuntber of students and Hegel’s in- 
come fell to almost nothing. His little capital was long since exhausted. 
He, the Napoleon in the world of thought, was faced with starvation. 

Wdth bitterness in his heart Hegel left Jena (1807) and became the 
editor of a small daily newspaper in the town of Bamberg. A year later 
he again entered the academic world, but this time not as the member of 
a great university but as the director of a secondary school in the old 
world city of Nuremberg, the city of Hans Sachs and the Meistersingers. 
This time Hegel was quite successful. 

He was a strict disciplinarian and altogether opposed to the Pestalozzian 
ideas of education then in vogue, according to which the teaching must ac- 
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commodate itself to the individuality of the pupil. . . . The basis of sound 
education was for Hegel obedience and self-surrender — the submission of the 
mind to an external lesson which must be learned by everyone even by rote 
with utter disregard of individual tastes and desires.® 

In other words, the authoritarianism which Hegel preached in the 
world of politics he himself applied in the world of education. 

In Nuremberg, Hegel married the daughter of a local aristocrat. Now 
reasonably happy, Hegel nevertheless felt himself humiliated by his 
lack of recognition in the world of higher learning. He therefore de- 
termined to write a new book which would prove once and for all his 
greatness in the realm of philosophy. The book took the form of a 
three- volume treatise on the Science of Logic. Never before had such 
a work seen the light of day. All books on logic are more or less ab- 
struse, but all previous books on logic were nursery rhymes compared 
to Hegel’s monumental undertaking. The concept of being was found 
to lead logically to the concept of essence; the concept of essence to the 
concept of notion; and notion itself was found to consist of subjective 
notion, of objective notion, and of subjective-objective notion or 
idea, which in turn was the same as self-activity. The worthy pedants 
of the German academic world were delighted with this book. Here at 
last was something incomprehensible. It must therefore be deep. 

Hegel, the obscure director of a provincial high school, now became 
one of the most celebrated philosophers of Germany. Universities vied 
with one another to secure his services. After much consideration 
Hegel accepted a professorship at the famed University of Heidelberg 
(1816). Here he composed the Encyclopedia of the Philosophical 
Sciences, the greatest and mOvSt comprehensive exposition of his whole 
philosophical system which he ever wrote. In addition he occupied 
himself with other more practical tasks, such as the political problems 
of the day. One of the most interesting essays was On the Constitution 
of Wiirttemherg, dealing with the political situation of the little kingdom 
in which he had been born. The Napoleonic wars had wrought great 
changes in Wiirttemberg. Its duke was given the title of king, and his 
domain considerably enlarged. The old system of government had 
been abrogated and the king tried to force a new constitution on his 
subjects in which the royal powers were considerably enlarged. The 
representatives of the people refused to accept this new constitution and 
there was much popular clamor about the whole matter. At the sug- 
gestion of one of the officials of the royal court, Hegel wrote a long 
article in which he exhorted the people of Wurttemberg to accept the new 
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system of government. Hegel undoubtedly believed in the ideas he set 
forth, but he also had an ulterior motive in making his passionate plea. 
He knew that he was being considered for the post of chancellor of 
the University of Tubingen, a post in the hands of the King of Wiirttem- 
berg, and he wished by his essay to win favor in the royal eyes. 

The Tubingen scheme came to nothing, but the high officials in 
another even more powerful kingdom, the Kingdom of Prussia, dis- 
covered that Hegel would make a superb '‘official philosopher,” one 
whose lectures and writings on political philosophy would give strong 
moral' support to an all-powerful monarchic and bureaucratic state. 
Hegel was invited to take the professorship of Philosophy at the Uni- 
versity of Berlin (a post left vacant since Fichte’s death). This offer 
Hegel accepted with alacrity. He took up his new work in 1818 and 
continued in active service at Berlin until his death (from cholera) in 
18v31. At Berlin, Hegel was considered the greatest teacher at the most 
important university in Germany. He was generally recognized as 
occupying the same position in the world of thought that Goethe oc- 
cupied in the world of letters. But Hegel’s influence was not confined 
to the academic world. He also played an important part in the 
Prussian administrative hierarchy. In 18v^0 he was chosen rector 
(or president) of the University of Berlin. For years he was employed 
by the Prussian government in testing candidates for the scholastic 
profession and was often consulted with reference to academic appoint- 
ments of all sorts. In all such matters Hegel was careful to see that 
posts were given only to sound, worthy persons — persons who accepted 
the Hegelian system of philosophy and wholeheartedly supported the 
Prussian system of government. 

Considering the high favor in which he was held by the Prussian 
government, it is not surprising that Hegel came to regard the Prussian 
state as the concrete embodiment of his ideal and rational philosophy. 
Abstract philosophizing could tell us what the function of the state 
and the machinery of government ought to be. But if w^e want a 
concrete as opposed to an abstract model we have only to look to the 
Prussia of his own day. To be sure, the concrete model was not perfect 
in all respects; there were certain improvements that might be made, 
but such improvements must be merely the further development of the 
essential features which were already latent or implicit in the Prussian 
system. It was the task of Hegel’s successors in political philosophy to 
show that the logical development of these essential features led di- 
rectly from the Prussia of 1820 through Bismarck’s Germany of 1870 
to Hitler’s Germany of 1933. 
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During his professorship at Berlin, Hegel wrote very little in the field 
of general philosophy, being content to bring out new and somewhat 
revised versions of his Science of Logic and his Encyclopedia of the Philo- 
sophic Sciences. Most of Hegel’s energy at this period was devoted to 
applied or practical philosophy, the realm of ordinary human activities. 
His chief work after coming to Prussia was the Philosophy of Rights an 
encyclopedic book giving the Hegelian solution to all legal, ethical, 
and political problems. Equally important were the lectures he gave 
on the philosophy of history. This lecture material, though not pub- 
lished during Hegel’s lifetime, was brought out shortly after his death 
and is important for the light thrown on many aspects of Hegel’s 
political views. Though his earlier works cannot be neglected, it is 
to these two books, the Philosophy of Right and the Philosophy oj 
History, that we must turn as the basic sources for the study of Hegel’s 
philosophy of the state. ^ 

HEGEL*S GENERAL PHILOSOPHY 

In order to understand Hegel’s philosophy, including his philosophy of 
the state, it is necessary to know something of his methodology, or the 
methods he thought serviceable for ascertaining truth and for judging 
of the goodness and badness of human activities and of social and 
political institutions. 

In common with the other major German philosophers, Hegel 
thoroughly despised the methodology used by the classical English 
philosophers. The English thinkers took it for granted that knowledge 
of external reality was to be derived from sensation and experience; by 
the careful observation and accumulation of sense data; by the analysis 
and grouping together of these sense data in such a way as to build up 
tentative theories and hypotheses; and finally by testing these tentative 
theories and hypotheses by experiment and by further observation. 
This method of procedure was supposed to hold good both for the study 
of nature (the field of physics and chemistry) and for the study of man 
and his social and political relations. Hegel had little or no use for this 
type of philosophizing. As a young man he wrote a book violently 
attacking Newton and the Newtonian physics because of its empirical 
and experimental character. As an old man he wrote another work 
dealing with the English system of government and again attacked the 
English method of treating political problems by a slow, seemingly 
irrational, trial-and-error method. 
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In place of the English empirical method Hegel relied partly upon 
abstract reason, partly upon instinct or intuition, and partly upon tra- 
dition. Theoretically, at least, he placed supreme emphasis upon* 
abstract reasoning. All the classical German philosophies emphasized 
the rational as opposed to the empirical approach and the Hegelian 
system was even more radical and thoroughgoing in its rationalism 
than the others. To Hegel, “the rational is the real and the real is the 
rational/’ Anything in the universe which is irrational or contrary to 
the laws of reason is ipso facto false — a delusion of the senses. From 
this premise it follows that the rational is the good and the good is the 
rational — that any system of government (such as the English system) 
which has no rational basis is ipso facto bad, that any system which is 
(consciously or unconsciously) based upon reason is ipso facto good — 
and Hegel felt that he had proved that the Prussian system of govern- 
ment was more or less ideal when he had proved that it was essentially 
rational in character. 

Hegel, as we shall presently see, had the curious notion that 'Thought 
and being are one,” by which he meant that thought was the only 
ultimate reality in the universe. Once this position is accepted, it 
follows that a knowledge of thought and of the laws of thought will 
solve all the vexed problems of existence. Earlier philosophers had 
distinguished between logic or the study of the laws of thought and 
metaphysics or the study of the ultimate nature of the world around us. 
To Hegel this distinction was useless. As thought and being (or reality) 
are one and the same, logic must obviously be the same as or at least 
include metaphysics. For this reason it is not surprising that Hegel’s 
most important philosophical work, in which he claimed to have solved 
the ultimate secrets of reality, was his Science of Logic. To Hegel all 
true science was merely the concrete application of logical principles. 
Hegel had a great deal to say regarding the philosophy of nature (cor- 
responding to the physics, chemistry, and biology of empirical science), 
but in everything which he wrote on this subject he was dominated by 
the idea expressed by Schelling, his friend and one-time teacher: 

I'hose theories alone can be true which are established absolutely a priori, 
for if the principles are certain in themselves and nowhere need experience 
to confirm them, they must be completely universal, and as nature can 
never contradict reason, must suffice for all possible phenomena, known or 
unknown, present or future.® 

If in the Hegelian system the principles of reasoning or logic are found 
applicable to the philosophy of inanimate nature, they are of even 
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greater importance in the understanding and interpretation of mankind 
(man being a rational animal) and of all human activities. The fields of 
art, ethics, economics, jurisprudence, and politics are all subject to 
rational logical laws and can best be studied by the rational logical 
approach. Some persons might object that in all these fields we are 
faced with an irrational element in the form of values and the standard 
of values. Surely in saying that this picture is beautiful or ugly or 
that this form of state or government is good or bad, we are dea^ng with 
something outside the scope of purely logical or rational categories. 
Not so, to Hegel and the Hegelians. The Hegelian school resolutely 
'‘rejects the view that judgments of value are incapable of being logically 
supported. It is true that values are relative to feeling. But feeling 
can be subjected to criticism. . . . This means that there is a logical 
standard by which standards of value are determined.” ® In other 
words, reason or logic can tell us not merely what is false or true in the 
field of society and the state but also what is good and bad in art. 

By his reliance upon reason for solving all social and pcjlitical problems, 
Hegel seems to be in close accord with his predecessor, Fichte. But in 
reality there is an enormous difference between die rationalism of Fichte 
and that of Hegel. The rationalism of Fichte was revolutionary, that 
of Hegel was conservative. By the use of reason Fichte created in his 
own mind a picture of an ideal state — of the state and government 
as it should be — and then contrasted this picture with the states and 
governments he saw around him. Again and again he emphasized 
that existing states and governments were far from rational and hence 
far from ideal, and he also insisted that we should strive to transform 
the irrational makeshift states of the present into conformity with the 
ideal picture of the state given by reavSon. To Hegel this was a very 
dangerous doctrine and smacked too much of the principles laid down 
by the French revolutionaries. States and governments, to him, 
should of course conform to rational principles, and in point of fact he 
frequently did accord praise and blame to existing political institutions 
on the ground that they did or did not agree with the dictates of reason. 
But to Hegel the primary purpose of reason and logic in the field of 
social and political studies is to show logically and rationally how exist- 
ing economic, social, and political institutions have originated and to 
give a logical and rational analysis of these institutions as they exist at 
present. Above all, and this is the important point, Hegel strove to 
show that existing economic, social, and political institutions rest 
upon an essentially rational basis — and being rational they are ipso 
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facto good, and must be joyfully accepted by all thinking human 
beings. 

In the field of economics, to take an example, Hegel and the Hegelians 
thought that it is not the function of reason to build up some idealistic 
Utopian scheme for the equitable production and distribution of goods. 
Rather it is to analyze the existing economic order and to show how 
this order is not a blind chaos, but is based upon the working of a number 
of rational economic laws (the “laws” of supply and demand, etc.). 
Having satisfied himself that these laws are rational, the thinking man 
will come to the conclusion that they are also good. This leads Hegel 
to the startling conclusion that “the insight to which . . . philosophy is 
to lead us is that the real world is as it ought to be.” Or as a critic 
of the Hegelian system has remarked. 

Just as in a simple religion the powers that be arc ordained of God, so with 
the meta[)hysician who starts from the belief that things are what they should 
be, the fabric of social life, and in particular the state system, is a part of an 
order whic h is inherently rational and good, an order to which the lives of 
individuals are altogether subordinate.^^ 

In his very curious use of the powers of reason Hegel appears to adopt 
a decidedly static and conservative attitude towards political affairs. 
Hegel was, indeed, a strong defender of the powers that be, and he and 
most of the later Hegelians were genuinely in favor of preserving the 
status quo. But this is not the complete story. Tn point of fact Hegel 
himself was strongly in favor of many changes in the social and political 
fabric of his own time. On several occasions he reminded his contem- 
poraries that they were no longer living in the Middle Ages and that it 
was useless and even ridiculous for them to try to prevserve institutions 
which had come down from mediaeval times and vvhich were no longer 
suitable to existing conditions. In 1802 (shortly before its abolition) 
he violently attacked the existing organization of the Holy Roman 
or old German Empire, and demanded radical changes in its consti- 
tution. In 1816 he warmly defended the proposed new constitution 
for Wurttemberg and vigorously attacked those persons who clung 
blindly to the political institutions of the “good old days.” In 1830, 
shortly before his death, he discussed the English Reform Bill (event- 
ually passed in 1832) and though he radically disagreed with many of 
its detailed items, he willingly admitted that some kind of reform was 
necessary. 

How can one reconcile Hegel the conservative with Hegel the re* 
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former? Hegel, like most persons in a similar position, claimed that 
he wished neither stagnation nor revolution, but evolution — that he 
welcomed change, but that the change, in most cases, must be slow and 
gradual, the gradual dropping of outmoded institutions, the gradual 
development of new institutions to fit the exigencies of the times. In 
no case should reformers seek to destroy or violently dislocate the exist- 
ing social structure. More especially, and this is the really vital point, 
these changes should come spontaneously, more or less unconsciously, 
not in reliance upon abstract principles, but in accord with an intuitive 
or instinctive feeling demanding improvement. In a word, Hegel, the 
super-rationalist, declared that all real progress in human affairs is not 
based upon conscious reason, but upon blind instinct. 

In order to defend this position and make it more or less compatible 
with his essentially rationalist philosophy, Hegel was forced to declare 
that reason and intuition are ultimately and fiiiKlamentally identical. 
Hegel, like Carlyle, sharply distinguished between understanding and 
reason. Understanding, it will be remembered, was to Carlyle “the 
mere mechanical and uncreative deduction and inference of given 
premises.” Reason, on the other hand, was “direct spiritual perception, 
the ability to penetrate behind the shadows of formal logic and see the 
fundamental realities which lie beneath.” Hegers distinction between 
understanding and reason, though not identical, was very similar. Un- 
derstanding to Hegel was “the mode of mind which seeks precision 
above all things and insists upon clear distinctions. As such it is a 
necessary factor of every philosophical method. . . . But its truth is not 
the whole truth. Beneath these distinctions there is identity; and to see 
this is the work of reason.” Reason, therefore, gives us a deeper in- 
sight into the real nature of things than understanding with its formal 
ratiocination. But Hegel was convinced that most persons, especially 
most political philosophers, based their doctrines uf)on understanding 
rather than upon reason — with disastrous consequences. Hence his 
dislike for pseudo-rationalism in political discu:sion. 

‘ Equally important was the distinction which Hegel made between 
creative and reflective reason. Creative reason to Hegel was uncon- 
scious reason, reason unaware of itself. Most of what we call experi- 
ence, most of what we call the artistic or activ'e instincts of the mind, 
were called by Hegel creative reason. ”As a creative power reason 
builds up the world of sensation, art, conduct, and religion in which man 
habitually lives and moves.” It is unconscious reason which has 
built up the family, society, the state. It is unconscious creative 



reason which permits and will permit further development of human 
institutions. Reflective or conscious reason, on the other hand, 

reconstructs in thought and by a conscious effort of thought the fabric 
which, blinded by the very force of its creative power, it has ceased to recog- 
nize as its own. It reviews with open eyes the ground it had originally 
traversed blindfold, retracing the whole circle of progress and marking how 
each step necessarily follows from those that had gone before.^® 

It is creative reason, in other words, which brought the state into being, 
which allowed it to grow, which sustains it at the ptosent time, which 
will permit its further development in the future — and this creative 
reason is unconscious and instinctive. Reflective reason, because of 
the very fact that it is conscious and reflective, cannot be creative. It 
can only analyze and comprehend the work which the creative reason 
has already accomplished. It can show that the work of the creative 
reason was essentially rational even though unconscious. Rut to try 
to make reflective reason do the work of creative reason might well 
prove disastrous. Hence, says Hegel, away with all idealistic theories 
of government based upon abstract reflective reasoning! Philosophy 
is, of course, the work of reflective reason, hence 

philosophy does not appear until reality has completed its formative proc- 
ess and made itself ready. . . . When philosophy paints its grey in grey, 
one form of life has become old, and by means of its grey it cannot be rejuve- 
nated but only known. The owl of Minerva takes its flight only when the 
shadows of evening are fallen.^® 

HegePs doctrine tliat political progress must be made unconsciously 
and instinctively and not in dependence upon logical systems was, of 
course, directed against the rationalists of the French Revolution and 
their demands for a state based upon the laws oi reason. In preaching 
his political intuitionism Hegel doubtless felt that he was attacking the 
roots of all revolutionary doctrines. Considering this fact it is amusing 
to note that this very intuitionism in a slightly modified form was to 
serve as the cornerstone of much of the revolutionary thought of modern 
limes. More especially was it used by Sorel, the intellectual leader of 
the French syndicalists, in his demands for bloody revolution and class 
warfare. More interesting still, this intuitionism of Hegel has been 
incorporated into the Fascist creed. Fascism 

disparages the political philosophy that would have action wait until a for- 
mulation of some systematic program has been agreed upon among theorists 
and understood and approved by the populace. Thus Fascism is described 
and widely applauded as empirical and pragmatic; acting first, theorizing, 
when it does theorize, afterwards! 
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Another phase of Hegel’s methodology is vitally important in view ol 
later developments. This is the fact that Hegel, in addition to relying 
upon reason and instinct, also emphasized the need of history and 
tradition in trying to solve political and all other problems. In stressing 
tradition Hegel broke sharply not only with such liberal thinkers as 
Locke, Bentham, and Rousseau, to whom history is the story of past 
abuses, but also with such thinkers as Kant and Fichte with whom 
Hegel had otherwise much in common. The reverence for tradition 
Hegel took over from Montesquieu and from Burke, but he developed 
their doctrines very considerably and in this modified form traditional- 
ism became an integral part of the Hegelian system. 

To Hegel the best way to study philosophy or religion or science is to 
study the history of philosophy and religion and science. To him the his- 
tory of philosophy is itself philosophy, for the history of philosophy, the 
study of the appearance and development of philosophic concepts, gives 
us the only possible solution of most philosophic problems. The historic 
attitude is equally important in approaching the problems of ethics, of so- 
ciety, of government. ‘ ‘ The wisest men of an tiqui ty have laid it down that 
wisdom and virtue consist in living conformably to the customs of one’s 
people.” Most of the liberal thinkers contrasted the dictates of reason 
with the dictates of tradition. To the Hegelians this contrast was false. 

The tradition of today is the result of the rational activities of yesterday. 
It has been built up from the conscious and purposeful acti\ities of countless 
men and is the embodiment of the collective reason of the pastd^ 

Kant, rejecting tradition, thought that the only true basis of morality 
lay in the dictates of the individual conscience, or the “practical reason ” 
of each person. To Hegel this idea was anathema. To him the in- 
dividual conscience tells us that we should do right and avoid wrong, but 
as to what is right and what is wrong — on this point the individual con- 
science gives us no aid. The content of our conscience is derived from the 
conscience of the community as embodied in family, tribal, or national 
traditions. In like manner, in judging the goodness or badness of codes 
of law or systems of government, appeal must be made to the funda- 
mental laws of human nature and these can best be known, not through 
the speculation of individual philosophers, but through the study of 
human nature as embodied in the human institutions which have 
gradually come into being through the course of ages. 

Hegel’s emphasis upon history or tradition did not make him a re- 
actionary in the strict sense of the word, that is, a man opposed to all 
change or one who wished to resurrect the life and institutions of an 
earlier age. Hegel believed in growth, in development, in evolution. 



He realized that all communities and all institutions must grow and 
hence must change. It was impossible for any people to stay still, much 
less to push back the clock and return to an earlier condition of society. 
But he insisted that all growth to be healthy must be continuous. For 
a tree to grow it must be rooted in the ground and it must not be trans- 
planted carelessly or too often. New branches may grow, but they 
must grow out of the old trunk. In like manner communities, peoples, 
nations, if they are to prosper should and must change with the times, 
but they must have their roots in the past and in building new branches 
should and must utilize the trunk of tradition. 

Hegel’s emphasis upon history and traditi 9 n is very significant and 
had an enormous influence upon later political and legal speculation. 
With his general principle we are bound to sympathize. But this 
should not blind us to the fact that Hegel, though a great master of 
historical fact, always twisted his facts to suit his metaphysical theories 
and his national prejudices. History to him was not a mistress but a 
handmaiden, to whom he insisted upon giving orders. He was con- 
vinced that history must be rational, so he made it rational. It suited his 
purpose to teach that India was greater than China and Japan, and 
Persia greater than India. Poor history, by emphasizing some facts, 
by misrepresenting other facts, by ignoring still others, is made to sup- 
port this plea. It need not surprise us, therefore, that in Hegel’s hands 
history is made to prove that Germany and especially Prussia is the 
heir of all the ages, the Germans chosen people of the World Spirit, and 
that the social and political aspirations of past ages have reached their 
fruition in the Prussian system of government. 

It is unnecessary to go into the intricacies of the H^egelian system of , 
metaphysics, hut attention should be drawn to five of the principal 
features of his philosophy as a whole because of the light they throw 
upon his attitude toward social and political problems: 

( 1 ) Throughout the whole course of man’s history action is dominated 
by thought, and in the long run it is only thought which counts. 

(2) The whole universe is a creation of reason or thought or spirit. 

(3) Thought or reason, the only ultimate reality, is not static but 
dynamic; reason is a principle of growth and development; hence 
no one of its manifestations is intelligible unless it be studied along 
the lines of its continuous development. 

( 4 ) Among social institutions that must dominate mankind, society 
is higher and more important than the family, but the state is 
higher and more important than society. 
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(5) The national state is greater than humanity as a whole; wat 
between the various national states is useful and inevitable. 

The first characteristic, the belief that man’s actions are dominated 
by thought, is in marked contrast with the materialistic notion that 
men’s thoughts are dominated by their environment, or by their racial 
or economic background. Karl Marx, though a disciple of Hegel on 
many points, violently opposed his master in this regard. Marx 
thought that man’s ideas and ideals, their religious and philovsophic 
opinions, are largely a product of economic forces and conditions. 
Many non-Marxists have reached a similar conclusion, though they 
may stress other than mere economic factors. Sait, for example, an 
outstanding Liberal, proclaims: '‘Ideas are not commonly the result of 
conscious thought. They are imposed on us by circumstances. They 
arise out of our environment as a consequence of our spontaneous 
reaction to it.” To Hegel and the Hegelians such concepts are 
anathema. To Hegel, 

Reason is the sovereign of the world. The history of the world therefore 

presents us with a rational process This Idea or Reason is the True, the 

Eternal, the absolutely powerful Essence, It reveals itself in the world and 
in that world nothing else is revealed but this and its honor and glory.*^ 

Though the later Hegelians differed from Hegel himself in many 
respects, this notion was accepted by practically all of them, with the 
exception of the Marxists. Again and again we come across such 
passages as ” the distinctive feature of human life is that it is not swayed 
by blind impulses only, but is guided and controlled by ideas and it is 
ideas after all that rule the world.” In fact this doctrine of the 
supremacy and creativeness of ideas was adopted by many sober his- 
torians who rejected the Hegelian metaphysic. Thus we find Lord 
Acton, the famous English historian, declaring that “it is our function 
to keep in view and to command the movement of ideas, which are not 
the effect, but the cause of public events.” 

In addition to stressing the importance of ideas in general, Hegel 
and the Hegelians introduced and popularized the notion of Zeitgeist, 
or “spirit of the times,” and of Volksgeist, or “spirit of the people.” 
By the spirit of the times the Hegelians meant the complex of ideas and 
thoughts which dominate, consciously or unconsciously, the minds of 
mankind at any given time. Each successive wave of history is but 
the carrying out in the world of fact the ideas which have arisen and 
captivated men’s thoughts at this period. The dominating ideas of 
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each age find expression first in the thoughts and then in the actions of 
the great men of the epoch in question, and through their activity the 
condition of the whole of humanity is thereby transformed. In con- 
trast to Carlyle, who thought that great men created new ideas and 
thereby led and controlled the world, Hegel believed that great men 
were great merely because instinctively they identified themselves with 
and became the organs of expression for the complex of ideas which to- 
gether constituted the spirit of the times. 

In like manner, to the Hegelians each nation and each people is 
dominated, whether consciously or not, by a special group of ideas, and 
it is this fact which causes each people, each nation, to have a specific 
genius, a specific character and tradition of its own. The spirit of each 
people finds embodiment in its legal and political institutions. “The 
constitution of a people makes one substance, one spirit with its art and 
philosophy, or at least with its concepts and thoughts — its culture 
generally. “ As each nation possesses its own spirit, its own complex 
of ideas, it is ridiculous to try to impose the legal and political institu- 
tions of one people upon another — all such institutions should be the 
spontaneous expression of the national mind. 

The second characteristic of the Hegelian system, the doctrine that 
the whole universe is a creation of thought or reason or spirit, is ob- 
viously only a rather radical development of the preceding notion. 
Though this doctrine may seem purely metaphysical and hence its 
discussion beyond the scope of the present book, yet the acceptance of 
this doctrine had an overwhelming influence upon the political outlook 
of the Hegelian school and hence merits brief mention. 

In contrast with the old common-sense notion that the universe 
consists of matter and mind, or possibly of matter and mind and of 
God, the creator of both matter and of mind, the Hegelians think that 
there is only one ultimate reality. We can call this ultimate reality 
God or the Absolute; we might conceivably call it matter; but because 
it is essentially spiritual in nature we can best call it mind, or spirit. 
In Hegel’s view 

the distinction between spirit and nature, between reason and knowing ^ 
and the world as known is not a final and absolute but a partial and relative 
distinction. They are the terms of a process each of which is inseparable 
from and is necessar>^ to the existence of the other. ... In one sense reason and 
matter, nature and spirit, are co-ordinate elements in our world of experience. 
In another arid fuller sense, reason is all in all. . . . Matter itself, the world 
that we call external, is the creation of Reason. 
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The Absolute, which the vulgar call God, is Pure Thought, Pure 
Reason. This Absolute is therefore knowable by reason. “The con- 
tent of Logic is the representation of God as he is in his eternal es- 
sence. “ The world of matter or nature is a partial and one-sided 
manifestation or embodiment of reason or mind. It is mind in its 
spatial and temporal form. Hegel also calls it unconscious intelligence 
or petrified intelligence. But being essentially rational the world of 
nature obeys the laws of thought and can be known by rational thinking. 
In man, an essentially rational being, thought or reason becomes for the 
first time conscious of itself. When a man thinks rationally he follows 
the universal laws of reason — he is thinking the thoughts of God, who 
is Pure Reason. “Subjective reason is identical with objective world- 
reason. Our reason is the Absolute Reason. “ ^6 

In many ways this Hegelian philosophy bears a striking resemblance 
to the idealist philosophy enunciated by Fichte. This is not surprising 
when one remembers that in his younger days Hegel was strongly in- 
fluenced by Fichte. Nevertheless there are several very important 
differences between the Fichtean and the Hegelian systems. In the 
first place Fichte, at least in the earlier phases of his thinking, inclined 
towards “subjective idealism, “ while the Hegelian system emphasizes 
“objective idealism.” Let us illustrate the difference between the two 
systems. I see a tree. Subjective idealism claims that the tree and the 
image of the tree are only modifications of my mind. Fichte with his 
belief that the self creates the not-self comes close to this doctrine, 
though it would perhaps be fairer to say that according to Fichte the 
tree is a product of the Universal Self working in the individual con- 
sciousness. Objective idealism, on the other hand, claims that both the 
tree and the mind which perceives the tree are equally real, but that 
both are only manifestations of the Universal Mind or the Absolute. 
Objective idealism does not deny the existence of the external objective 
world, but insists that this world is essentially spiritual or mental or 
ideal in character, and is only a phase of a greater reality. 

Equally important is the fact that the Hegelian system is far more 
monistic, universalistic, and absolutistic than the system developed by 
Fichte. Fichte believed that the universe consists of an infinite number 
of finite egos or selves, though he admitted that all these selves are only 
reflections or manifestations of the one Universal Self. With Hegel 
such emphasis is laid upon the essential unity of the Absolute Mind that 
the finite selves, the human personalities, are almost even though not 
completely ignored. To most uiterpreters of Hegel the human person- 



ality or finite self is “only a transient modification of the Absolute, as 
evanescent and unsubstantial as the passing waves of the ocean.’’ 
“All things in heaven and earth are parts of one thought or subject 
within which are included even the human selves whose separate exist- 
ence ordinary pluralism affirms.’’ “ In reality there is ultimately only 
one ultimate individual, the Universe, and the human soul can work 
out its destiny, not as a separate entity, but as a member of the Uni- 
verse.’’ 

The influence of this doctrine upon social and political speculation is 
enormous. The liberal thinkers, such as Locke and Bentham, thought 
of human beings as separate and distinct personalities and claimed that 
the state should be merely the voluntary association of these separate 
and distinct personalities, no one of which should be crushed in the 
wheels of governmental machinery. Even Kant, ^the founder of Ger- 
man idealism, declared that each person should be treated as an end in 
himself and not as a means to an end. To the Hegelians all such views 
are “atomistic” and therefore bad. To the Hegelians sin itself is but 
the assertion of the particular will of the individual, his isolation of 
himself from the world order. In the world of politics the particular 
will of the individual must conform to the general will for civilized life 
to be realized. A solitary individual is not a whole in himself; he is only 
a fragment of a greater whole, and is of interest and importance only 
because he is a fragment of this greater whole. From this metaphysical 
doctrine it is but a step to the political doctrine that the state, the con- 
crete embodiment of the Universal Mind, is far more real'and far more 
important than are the individual citizens of the state. 

The third characteristic of the Hegelian system is, as we have seen, 
the doctrine that reason, the only ultimate reality, is not static but 
dynamic, that it is essentially a principle of growth and development. 
It was this doctrine which sharply distinguished Hegelianism from the 
older forms of idealism, such as the Platonic philosophy. In Plato’s 
system the world of appearance or experience, to him the shadow world, 
is full of change, of growth, and decay, but the true world, the world of 
ideas, the world of pure reason, is eternal and changeless. In this 
ideal world there is no becoming, there is only being. In this world 
there is and can be no growth or development or evolution. In Hegel’s 
philosophy, on the other hand, the world of pure thought, the world of 
ultimate reality, is not fixed or rigid or changeless. It is itself the prin- 
ciple of eternal becoming rather than of pure being. By its very nature 
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pure reason has to develop or unfold itself — and the universe itself is 
but a part of the eternal self-unfolding of the Universal Mind. Change^ 
growth, development, evolution are not an illusion, as taught by Plato, 
but a vital part of the everlasting world process undergone by mind or 
reason. 

At the lowest stage Universal Mind, in its process of spontaneous 
self-development, embodies itself or reveals itself in the form of seem- 
ingly inert matter, the inorganic world of physics and chemistry. But 
this seemingly dead world of matter has pulsing within it a vast creative 
energy. As this creative energy, which is essentially spiritual in char- 
acter, further unfolds itself, as from its nature it must, it reveals itself 
in the form of the organic world, first the world of plants, and then the 
world of animals. Still later this creative energy or creative reason 
(the two, to Hegel, are identical) unfolds itself in the form of man in 
which for the first time Universal Mind becomes conscious of itself. 
In one. sense we may say that HegePs philosophy is a universal and 
cosmological interpretation of the idea expressed in Lowell’s lines — 

Whether we look, or whether we listen. 

We hear life murmur, or see it glisten; 

Every clod feels a stir of might. 

An instinct within it that reaches and towers, 

And, groping blindly above it for light, 

Climbs to a soul in grass and flowers. 

save that for Hegel ‘Mife” or mind in its '‘groping” and “climbing” 
neither begins nor ends with grass and flowers, but embraces the whole 
cosmic process from beginning to end. 

Vitally important in the Hegelian system is the doctrine that Uni- 
versal Mind, being itself rational, necessarily follows a logical or rational 
pattern in its process of self-unfolding or self-development. Hegel, 
moreover, thought that he had discovered the nature of this rational 
pattern. This pattern he called the universal dialectic. The Hegelian 
dialectic in its details is an exceedingly abstruse and metaphysical con- 
cept, but it is necessary to give a brief summary of its general character 
because of its influence on later political speculation. Not only did it 
play a part in etatist philosophy, but, in a somewhat modified form, it 
was also made the keystone of Marxian socialism and communism. In 
fact, without an understanding of the principle of the Hegelian dialectic, 
Marx’s whole political philosophy remains unintelligible. 

Briefly, the dialectic states that all development and evolution pro- 
ceeds not in a straight line but in a zigzag or spiral, following the formula 



of thesis, antithesis, and syjithesis. In other words, action is followed 
by reaction; from the opposition thus engendered a harmony or syn- 
thesis results. All this sounds rather technical, but it is easy to elucidate 
the general principle with a few concrete illustrations. From early 
Greek times some philosophers noted that historical processes tend to go 
by opposites. Every tendency when carried out too radically breeds an 
opposite tendency which destroys it. Absolute monarchy leads to 
despotism and this in turn leads to a reaction, frequently a revolution, 
producing a democratic form of government. But democracy ends in 
license and mob rule. This in turn leads to a reaction, the emergence 
of a single strong man, a dictator, who usually becomes a monarch. 
Hegel accepted the principle of “opposition,'^ or action and reaction, 
but felt that this was not the whole story. By this principle there could 
be no real growth or evolution, but merely a pendulum-like swing from 
one tendency to another. 

Other philosophers from ancient times on have thought that there is 
visible in human affairs not a twofold but a threefold rhythm. Mon- 
archy, according to this view, generally leads to government by an 
aristocracy. Aristocratic government generally leads to democratic 
government. Democratic government in turn, when carried to an 
extreme, leads to the emergence of the dictator such as Caesar or 
Napoleon, and hence to the emergence of monarchy once more. Hegel 
was much taken with this idea. He, too, thought that there is a triple 
and not merely a double rhythm in human affairs. But he was con- 
vinced that the old triple rhythm is an inadequate explanation of the 
historical process. The old rhythm meant going in a circle like a squirrel 
in a revolving cage and led to no real progress or evolution. 

To Hegel, human history shows that men go from despotism (the 
thesis), then by reaction from despotism to democracy (the antithesis). 
Finally reaction from unlicensed democracy leads, not back to despot- 
ism, but to constitutional monarchy (the synthesis), which combines 
certain features of both despotism and democracy, but which transcends 
both the older forms of government. This means that man proceeds not 
in a circle, but in a spiral, a spiral that leads ever upwards and onwards. 
The law of action, reaction, and counter-reaction in this form, unlike 
the older view, does permit real growth and development. Hegel's so- 
called law of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis was applied by him, not 
merely to the problem of political institutions, but also to all other phases 
of human activity. Social institutions start with the family (the thesis) 
based upon mutual love and mutual self-sacrifice. The growth of the 
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family leads to the emergence of general society (antithesis) dominated 
by universal competition, each man struggling to buy in the cheapest 
and sell in the dearest market. The growth of society in turn leads to 
the emergence of the state (synthesis), the institution which includes but 
transcends the family and society and which has room both for the 
principle of mutual love and for universal competition. Hegel's dialectic 
in fact was applied not merely to the sphere of mankind and human 
activity, but to the whole history of the universe. Cosmically speaking, 
the first category is pure thought or Universal Abstract Mind (the 
thesis). Pure thought negates itself and thereby reveals itself as the 
world of matter (antithesis). Universal Mind then returns to itself 
and thereby reveals itself as the world of spirit, embodied in mankind 
(synthesis). 

To many persons Hegel's doctrine of the Universal Mind and the 
dialectic unfolding of this mind seems absurdly abstract and unrelated 
to the world of reality. But Hegel's beliefs on these matters led him to 
assume a very positive attitude towards the concrete problems of 
everyday human existence. Curiously enough this same attitude was 
adopted by ah enormous number of persons who ignored or rejected 
Hegel’s metaphysical background. This attitude, with especial refer- 
ence to human history or the development of human affairs, may be 
summed up as follows: 

Hegel was an enthusiastic supporter of the doctrine of human progress. 
He definitely rejected the doctrine of the fall of man as taught by ortho- 
dox Christianity and the idea that man has slowly degenerated from a 
golden age in the distant past as taught by many of the classical philos- 
ophers. Not only did he take over the doctrine that man slowly but 
surely becomes better and wiser from such thinkers as Bodin and Kant 
and Fichte, but he greatly developed the idea and made it a central point 
in his system. Hegel, in fact, transformed the theory of progress and 
made it part and parcel of a general theory of evolution. Living as he 
did in pre-Darwinian days, Hegel himself denied or ignored the doctrine 
of organic evolution, the physical evolution of one species from another, 
but his followers soon discovered that he had been inconsistent on this 
point and most of them became as enthusiastic supporters of the doc- 
trine of the origin of species by organic evolution as the most zealous 
Darwinian biologists, however much they disagreed with the Dar- 
winians as to how and why this evolution took place. 

Hegel, himself, accepted the notion that superior races evolve from 
inferior races within the human species and that the rich and elaborate 
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language structure of modern times has developed from the primitive 
sounds used by savages. More especially did he emphasize the idea 
that there has been a slow but steady evolution of social, legal, and 
political institutions, and of ethical, artistic, religious, and philosophical 
ideals. The concept that human ideals have constantly evolved was 
made a cornerstone of the whole Hegelian system. Hegel did, indeed, 
think that the average Prussian of his own day was a better and nobler 
man than the average Athenian of 400 n.c. But more important, to 
Hegel, was the fact that the ideals upon which the good and noble 
Athenian moulded his character were less advanced than the ideals 
which motivate the modern Prussian. The Athenian, for example, had 
for his ideal the city-state; the Prussian the far higher ideal of the nation- 
state. The Athenian accepted slavery as a matter of course; the modern 
Prussian demands ‘'civic freedom” for all human beings. 

The Hegelian school, unlike many “scientific” exponents of evolution, 
insisted that progress and evolution are inevitable, constant and never- 
ending. Many non-Hegelians believe that though progress and evolu- 
tion are the general rule, yet we ourselves and the community in which we 
live may hinder evolution; we may even refuse to progress and insist 
on going backwards. Hegel, on the other hand, taught that though 
some groups may progress more rapidly than others, this was all part 
of the cosmic scheme and that no individual and no group of individuals 
could check or curb the omnipotent upward surge of the world process, 
of mind unfolding itself. To the Hegelians, progress and evolution are 
no more voluntary than is the growth of the individual from childhood 
to adulthood. The doctrine of inevitable dev^elopment along a certain 
direction has always been a powerful weapon in the Hegelian advocacy 
of certain political institutions. The Hegelian claim that the strong, 
national authoritarian state is the inevitable goal of human evolution 
was a telling argument with many persons for the immediate acceptance 
of such a state, on the principle of “eventually — why not now?” As 
Sabine remarks, “ Nothing strengthens the sinews like believing that one 
stands at Armageddon and battles for the Lord; that the issue is not 
really in doubt, because one is ranged on the side of eternal right” — 
and one might add, of “eternal might.” 

Many persons, not imbued with Hegelian ideas, believe that evolution 
and progress have bech the dominant notes in world history, but claim 
that at certain periods man has degenerated rather than progressed. 
They point out the general collapse of civilization following the fall of 
the Roman Empire and declare that the passing of man from classical 
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times to the Dark Ages can scarcely be called progress. In other words, 
while admitting progress to be a general rule they refuse to admit that 
it is constant or unceasing. This position is also attacked by the 
orthodox Hegelians. To Hegel and his followers the constant stream 
of progress has never stopped — all seeming exceptions to this rule are 
purely illusory. To their minds the passage of world history from one 
stage to another necessarily involves a break with old institutions, a 
period of seeming anarchy, but this break, this collapse of the old, is 
merely a necessary stage in the passage from a lesser to a greater good. 
Hence this period of anarchy is itself a sign of progress. 

Most empirical scientists, geologists, biologists, and the like admit 
that there has been genuine progress and evolution in times past. 
They see no reason to doubt that evolution will continue for an in- 
definite period in the future. But they refuse to admit that the ''up- 
ward” movement will or must continue forever. They point out that 
in all probability the sun and the earth will eventually cool to such an 
extent that all animal and all human life will be extinguished. The 
Hegelians ignore all such considerations. They are firm in their cosmic 
optimism. They are firm in their belief that evolution is not only 
constant but also never-ending. 

Darwin and most other evolutionary biologists think that chance or 
accident has had a great deal to do with the course which evolution has 
taken. In a given litter of rabbits it so happens that some are lighter 
in color than others. It so happens that at that particular time climatic 
or environmental conditions are such that the light-colored rabbits have 
a better chance of survival than dark rabbits. The dark rabbits die 
out in that region; the light-colored rabbits survive and breed. Before 
long a new species of rabbits, one exclusively light in color, has emerged. 
The emergence of this new species is not part of a rational cosmic 
process; it is the result of a series of accidents. It is not the result of a 
survival of the best; it is the result of the survival of those which by 
chance were the fittest at that particular time and place. To the 
orthodox Hegelians such notions were horrible; such notions were 
blasphemous against the Universal Spirit. Evolution to the Hegelians 
must mean the survival, not of those which happened to prove fittest, 
but of the best — the survivors were fittest because they were the best. 
Evolution is not the result of chance or caprice, but of fixed, determined 
laws of development, the unfolding through an inner necessity of un- 
conscious mind in the direction of a definite goal. Evolution, to the 
Hegelians, must mean an evolution towards something, and this some- 



thing is the realization of the rational ideal. Evolution to the Hegelians 
“ceases to be a mechanical, it becomes a spiritual law.'* Progress is 
not mere change, but change according to fixed principles and for the 
better. “ Development is no mere formal process — development of 
nothing in particular. It is the gradual working towards a determinate 
end. That end is the realization of Spirit." 

Other writers have given a deterministic interpretation of history. 
Some have advocated the belief that all history is the result of purely 
material factors, such as climate or the nature of the geographic en- 
vironment. Some have stressed the idea that human development is 
entirely dependent upon the racial factor. Others have defended the 
thesis that human history and the development of human institutions 
have depended entirely upon the economic background. Many of these 
writers have been profoundly influenced by Hegel's advocacy of historic 
determinism. But to Hegel himself and to orthodox Hegelians all such 
ideas were completely heretical. To Hegel, human development is 
indeed determined, but it is determined only by Universal Mind and 
the spontaneous unfolding of Universal Mind. Philosophy, to Hegel, 
shows that the world has an ultimate rational design; it further shows 
that this design has been actually realized in cosmic and in human his- 
tory. This in turn shows that the world was formed and grew through 
the activity of reason, even though this reason was creative and un- 
conscious rather than reflective and conscious. Reason, therefore, is the 
“sovereign of the world." The world is not abandoned to chance and 
external contingent causes, for “reason directs the world. Reason is 
the infinite energy of the universe." 

Hegel admitted that there was a close association between his doctrine 
of rational determinism and the old theological doctrine that the world 
is governed by Divine Providence. The idea “that a Providence (that 
of God) presides over the events of the world, consorts with the proposi- 
tion in question; for Divine Providence is wisdom endowed with an 
infinite power which realizes its aim, namely, the absolute rational 
design of the world." There were, however, several differences be- 
tween Hegel’s rational determinism and the orthodox view of Provi- 
dence. To Hegel, God was an impersonal principle rather than a 
concrete personality (in the ordinary sense of the word). Hegel rejected, 
moreover, though with great caution, the notion of miracles or direct 
supernatural intervention in the laws of the universe. Divine Wisdom 
to him worked through the laws of the universe rather than by inter- 
fering with their operation; God was immanent in the process of history 
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rather than ruling it from without. Finally Hegel objected to the idea 
that the workings of Providence are mysterious and beyond the reach 
of human understanding. Divine Wisdom, and the world plan designed 
by Divine Wisdom, if still unknown, are not unknowable. God, to 
Hegel, is Reason and the world plan is rational. Hence man, by using 
his reason, “penetrates even into the deep things of Godhead.*^ ^ 

To the student of political thought one of the most important phases 
of Hegel's philosophy of evolution and of history is his doctrine that one 
of the chief goals, not only of human but also of cosmic development, is 
the creation and gradual perfection of the national state. The state, 
we are told, is the last and “most perfect embodiment of Spirit.''^"* 
The ultimate actualization or realization of the Universal Mind “is to be 
found in the state, in its laws, its universal and rational arrangements.” 

As a separate organism the pinnacle of evolution is to be found in man. 
The cosmic process which evolved through inert matter, next through 
plant life, and then through animal life finds its culminating point in 
the emergence of human beings. To Hegel there will and can be no 
further physical evolution. To the question, “Beyond man — what?” 
Hegel answers decisively, “Nothing.” 

But though physical evolution reached its goal with the emergence 
of mankind, the process of spiritual evolution was not yet completed. 
The line which spiritual evolution has taken subsequent to this period 
has been the creation and development of human institutions, first the 
family, then civic wsociety, then the state. The state is above all “the 
Divine Idea as it exists on earth.” Even as regards the form of the 
state there has been a progressive evolution. The World Spirit working 
through man has passed ih rough the despotic empire of the Orientals, 
the small city-state of the Greeks, the amorphous world-state of *the 
Romans, and now has reached the final and most perfect development 
of political institutions in the form of the national state. Just as 
Hegel refuses to believe that there can be any further physical evolution 
beyond man, so does he likewise refuse to believe that there can be any * 
further social or political evolution beyond the national state. This 
national state is, therefore, the supreme goal of cosmic development. 

THE ETATISM OF HEGEL 

The study of Hegel's philosophy of history has already given us a 
general insight into his philosophy of the state. It only remains to 
describe a few of the more detailed features of Hegel’s political system 
as outlined in the Philosophy of Right, 
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The first of these features is that in the Hegelian philosophy the 
state is regarded as essentially divine in origin. Hence the state must 
be looked upon with reverence and awe. In one sense this idea must 
be considered a revival and reinterpretation of the attitude so common 
in the sixteenth century when the dogma of the divine right of kings 
held almost universal sway. To the early Lutherans and Anglicans it 
seemed obvious that governments are not the work of men but are in- 
stituted and ordained by God and hence have absolute and divine right 
to rule over the destinies of individuals. During the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries most civilized Europeans completely broke with 
this doctrine. It was the task of Hegel to revivify a doctrine which 
seemed long since dead. The fact that Hegel’s God was impersonal 
rather than personal, that Hegel was exceedingly dubious about revela- 
tion in the ordinary sense of the word, and that he denied miracles or 
the direct intervention of God in human affairs, did not in the least 
prevent his undertaking the task. 

Hegel started with a violent attack upon the doctrine which had long 
stood in opposition to the theory of the divine origin of the state, namely, 
the idea that man originally lived in a pre-political condition, a condi- 
tion characterized by liberty and equality, and that the state originated 
with the social contract to which each person gave voluntary allegiance. 
Hegel was equally vehement in his rejection of the doctrine of “consent,” 
denying both that the state originated with the consent of individuals 
and that in modern times states must or should rest upon the consent 
of the governed. To Hegel the notion that in a primitive state of nature 
men were free and equal was ridiculous. Primitive life, or the state of 
nature, is “predominantly that of injustice and violence, of untamed 
natural impulses, of inhuman deeds and feelings.” In this state of 
savagery men live as groups rather than as individuals. Hence “how- 
ever rude and simple their condition, they involve social arrangements 
which (to use the common term) restrain freedom.” Among savages 
the strong rule over the weak, the wily over the stupid; hence there is no 
equality among them. The state, therefore, did not and could not 
originate in the voluntary union of free and equal individuals. To claim 
that it commenced with a social contract between its members, or be- 
tween subjects and their ruler, is historically absurd. The doctrine 
that the state ever has depended upon the conscious voluntary consent 
of its subjects is shown by the facts of history to be equally without 
foundation.^* 

Hegel agrees with Aristotle in claiming that states arise because man 
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is naturally and instinctively a social and political animal. But Hegel 
unlike Aristotle, insists that man is thus innately a political animal 
because of a divine spirit (Universal Mind) moving within him, a divine 
spirit which can find adequate expression only in the formation of 
political units. The state was not the conscious creation of man at one 
time and place; it is the product of a long process of evolution. Man 
being a social animal, even in a primitive state he lived in groups. 
Slowly but surely under the’ stimulus of divine wisdom man developed 
more or less unconsciously from lower, less adequate group life to higher 
and more perfect institutional life. Out of the family developed the 
tribe, out of the tribe the state, at first in a lower, then in a higher form. 
At each stage of development Hegel sees the workings of Universal 
Mind, another way of saying divine guidance. Hence this creation 
of the perfect modern state must be considered the work of God rather 
than of man. 

Hegel was perfectly aware that the creation of some states was the 
result of force, of conquest, rather than of slow spontaneous develop- 
ment. Some of the later Hegelians went even further and suggested 
that all higher political institutions have originated with the conquest 
of one people by another, or the seizing of power by some one outstand- 
ing individual. But this fact, or this claim, in no way invalidated 
Hegel’s central thesis that human history is the march of God in the 
realm of time. “World history is world judgment” is Hegel’s way of 
stating Carlyle’s proposition that might and right are fundamentally 
identical. The victory of one nation over another, the subjugation of a 
people by a world hero, is a sure sign that the victorious nation or the 
conquering hero was the unconscious agent of the World Spirit in its 
process of self-unfolding. Alexander the Great, Caesar, Napoleon 
were consciously motivated by love of glory or love of gain, but behind 
their actions there was really 

an unconscious impulse that occasioned the accomplishment of that for 
which the time was ripe. . . . They may be called heroes in as much as they 
have derived their purposes and their vocation . . , from a concealed fount ...» 
from that Inner Spirit which, impinging on the outer world as on a shell, 
bursts it in pieces.^® 

The end of such heroes may be tragic; “they die early, like Alexander, 
they are murdered, like Caesar, transported to St. Helena, like Napo- 
leon.” But they meet this end only when their purpose has been 
attained — and this purpose is to act as “agents of the World Spirit.” 

With a philosophy such as this, it is no wonder that Hegel claims that 
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“ the state is the march of God in the world." “The-state is the divine 
will as a present spirit, which unfolds itself in the actual shape of an 
organized world." ‘'The state is the Divine Idea as it exists on 
earth." 

The second outstanding feature of the Hegelian political philosophy 
is the idea that the individual must be completely subordinated to the 
state, and the wishes and desires of the individual must be rejected in 
favor of the will of the state. In one sense this doctrine is a revival of the 
old sixteenth century idea of the duty of passive obedience, of the old 
notion that "such subjects as arc disobedient or rebellious against their 
princes disobey God and procure their own damnation." The worthy 
writers of the sixteenth century had no need to argue this point. They 
were content to give numerous scriptural quotations proving that 
complete subjection to the powers that be is ordained by God, and 
the vast majority of the population as a result accepted this doctrine 
as true. In the nineteenth century such tactics were no longer possible, 
so Hegel, brushing Scripture aside, prepared an elaborate network of 
metaphysical arguments. 

Hegel begins his defense of the absolute state by recasting the wording 
of the old doctrine. In the nineteenth century, after the work of the 
English, the American, and the French Revolutions had been accom- 
plished, it was impossible to use the old words "passive obedience." 
These words stank in the nostrils of the multitude. Even the restored 
Bourbons who "learned nothing and forgot nothing" found it impossible 
to use such terms. Hegel, therefore, silently passed over the words 
passive obedience, and then developed in their place the doctrine of 
the supremacy of the state over the individual. The old liberals had 
stressed the notion that the state is not an end in itself, but only the 
means to an end — the end being the happiness and the welfare of the 
individual. Hegel, on the other hand, declared that the state was 
an end, or rather the end in itself, and that individuals were merely 
means to an end, the end being the glorification of the state of which 
they happened to be members.'*^ 

Were the characteristic features [of the state] to be regarded as the security 
and protection of property and personal freedom, the interest of the individual 
as such would be the ultimate purpose of the social union. It would then 
be at one’s option to be a member of the state. But the state has a totally 
different relation to the individual. The state is the objective spirit [an 
Hegelian expression meahing that the state is the incarnation or embodiment 
of the Universal Mind or World Spirit] and the individual has his truth, his 
real existence and ethical status only in being a member of it.^ 
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Hegel expressly warns us that in our political thinking “we must not 
take our departure from individuality or individual self-conscious- 
ness.*' ^ The individual and individual self-consciousness has only an 
indirect and reflected existence. Ultimate reality is possessed only 
by the Universal Mind directly embodied in the state. “All the worth 
which the human being possesses, all spiritual reality, he possesses only 
through the state.” The state “has the highest right over the in- 
dividual, whose highest duty in turn is to be a member of the state.” 

In short, we may, with Hobhouse, sum up the Hegelian theory of the 
state by saying that the state is “a greater being, a spirit, a super- 
personal entity in which individuals with their private consciences or 
claims of right, their happiness or misery, are merely subordinate 
elements.” 

All this, of course, was distinctly shocking to the adherents of the 
liberal tradition, with their belief in individualism. Even more shock- 
ing to them was the fact that Hegel defended his extreme etatist posi- 
tion by adopting and then slightly misconstruing several of the old 
liberal terms and formulas. One of the watchwords of the liberals 
was liberty or freedom. In the name of liberty the liberals had fought 
against absolute monarchs; in the name of liberty they defended the 
rights and privileges of the individual against the absolute powers of 
the state — even a state democratically organized and democratically 
governed. The old defenders of absolutism, the defenders of the divine 
rights of kings, made passionate attacks upon the principles of liberty 
or freedom, and claimed that it led straight to anarchism. Not so 
Hegel and the Hegelians. Hegel claimed to be as passionately at- 
tached to the principles of freedom as any liberal; he proclaimed that 
freedom was the keystone to his whole political philosophy. 

The essence of Spirit is Freedom. . . . The history of the world is none other 
than the progress of the consciousness of Freedom. . . . The Orientals have 
not attained the knowledge that Spirit — man as such — is free. . . . They 
only know that one [their despotic ruler] is free. . . . The Greeks . . . and the 
Romans . . . knew only that some are free — not man as such. . . . The Ger- 
man nations . . . were the first to attain the consciousness that man, as man, 
is free." 

From this it follows that “the state as a completed reality [i.e., the 
state in its perfected form] is the actualization of Freedom.” 

These words were as sweet music to the liberals and many persons 
were foolish enough to think, because of these expressions, that Hegel 
was a liberal at heart. But Hegel then proceeds to demonstrate to 



his own satisfaction, and to the satisfaction of his numerous followers, 
that true freedom means voluntary but complete subservience to the 
dictates of the state. In order to prove this point Hegel adopts and 
develops the definition of liberty laid* down by Kant and accepted in 
one form or another by Fichte, by Carlyle, and by Green, namely, that 
liberty consists in the ability to do what one ought to do. This Kantian* 
Hegelian notion of freedom may be more fully summed up in the follow 
ing words: 

By freedom is meant not the mere absence of external restraints; not the 
liberty of the individual to do what he wills with his own faculties and his 
own possessions . . . , but the un trammeled development of man’s powers, moral, 
intellectual, and spiritual, according to the fundamental laws of his own 
nature.®^ 

So far Kant and Hegel are in complete agreement. They further 
agree that as man is essentially rational, action in accord with “the 
fundamental laws of man’s own nature’’ means action in accord with 
right reason. But here Kant and Hegel diverge. To Kant rational 
action (or free action) means action in accordance with man’s individual 
reason. To Hegel rational action (or free action) is action in accordance 
with universal reason — universal reason both in the abstract sense 
and also as embodied in rational institutions, such as the state, with 
its system of universal rational laws. To obey the laws of the state, 
therefore, means merely to act in accord with reason, the inner essence 
of e^ch man. Hence by obeying these laws man becomes for the first 
time free. 

Man in a state of isolation is not free to Hegel, for in isolation man 
cannot develop his material or moral or intellectual faculties. Such 
development can take place only in community life where man associates 
with his fellow man. Man is not free in primitive communities ruled 
by irrational dictates of barbarism and savagery. Limitation of in- 
dividual action is certainly produced by more advanced stages of so- 
ciety and the state, but “it is a limitation of mere brute emotion and 
rude instincts . . . , of self-will, of caprice, and passions. . . . Such limita- 
tion is the indispensable provivsion of emancipation. . . . To the ideal of 
Freedom, law and morality are indispensably requisite.’’ Or, as 
Vaughan, the devout disciple of Hegel on political matters, puts it. 

It is impossible for the soul, as a principle of action, to unfold its powers 
to any degree without the submission of the individual to certain specifir 
duties which he himself had no share in imposing, and which he only comes 
gradually to recognize as the adequate and the necessary expression of his 
own freedom and personality." 
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To Hegel and the Hegelians, freedom is largely a feeling or conscious- 
ness of freedom, an awareness of the fact that in obeying the laws of 
the state, the external embodiment of reason, one is really obeying the 
laws of one’s own true rational self. 

This doctrine, the very kernel of Hegel’s political philosophy, was 
greatly expanded by some of the later Hegelians, especially by Bernard 
Bosanciuet, the most outstanding of the English Neo-Hegelians, whose 
book, the Philosophical Theory of the Slate^ is regarded almost as a bible 
by the majority of modern etatists. Bosanquet’s political philosophy 
may be summed up as follows: (1) The individual is free only when he 
acts in conformity with his real will as opposed to his “actual’' or ap- 
parent will. (2) The real will of the individual is identical with the 
general will of the community in which he lives, and by general will 
Bosanquet means the real will of the community and not the apparent 
or “actual” will of the majority of the population. (3) Finally, the 
general will is embodied in the state and in the laws laid down by the 
state. Or to put the idea in another way, when a man obeys the laws of 
the state in which he is a citizen, he is obeying the general will of the 
community. In obeying the general will of the community he is really 
obeying his own rational or true will. In obeying his own rational will 
a man is obviously free. Hence a man is more free when he obeys the 
dictates of the state than when he obeys the dictates of his own mo- 
mentary desires and passions. 

Bosanquet’s political ideas are obviously a rehash of Rousseau's 
theories (minus the social contract) reinterpreted in the light of 
Hegelian philosophy. Bosanquet, like Rousseau, thinks that all valid 
political thought must start with the rational will of each individual. 
This will (Bosanquet calls it the real will), being rational, always seeks 
to defend and expand the true best interests of the individual. But 
man, because of his lower animal instincts, is sometimes led into error. 
He wishes or desires a particular object (such as a bottle of gin), though 
the possession of such an object may be hurtful to him or at least not be 
in accord with his own best interests. Hence these wishes and desires 
are the expressions of his apparent or actual will and not of his rational 
or real will. The self is free, therefore, only when it is master of its 
passions, or, in other words, when the real will is master of the actual will. 

But how can the real will be induced to assert itself and become 
master of the actual will? To Bosanquet the only acceptable answer to 
this question is by saying “through the agency of the general will.” 

To Bosanquet, as to Rousseau, each community does possess such a 
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general will, which is the union of the individual wills of all its citizens, 
though Rousseau believed that the general will was created by the 
social contract, while Bosanquet asserted that the general will is the 
product of a long social development. To Rousseau and to Bosanquet 
the general will invariably seeks to safeguard the true interests of the 
community as a whole, and the true interests of all the persons whose 
wills unite to form the general will. To Bosanquet, as to Rousseau, the 
general will is always right and always tends to the public advantage” — 
though, in order to maintain this position, both thinkers were forced to 
distinguish between the real general will and the actual general will, the 
wishes and desires of the majority of the population at any given time. 

To Bosanquet as to Rousseau it was necessary that the gen(*ral will 
be realized in, a concrete form (Hegebs doctrine of objective as opposed 
to subjective spirit). To a certain extent this general will is concretely 
expressed in the moral and social traditions of society (i.e., non-political 
society) in which we live. But the most complete and perfect embodi- 
ment of the general will is in the all-powerful state, with its will ex- 
pressed in laws, and its administrative machinery to see that these laws 
are enforced. As Bosanquet himself informs us, the real purpose of 
Rousseau’s doctrine and of his own, was to show that 

the negative rehition of the self to the other selves begins to dissolve away 
before the conception of the common self [i.e., the state]; and the negative 
regulation of the self to law and government begins to disai)pear in the idea 
of a law which expresses our real wills as opposed to our trivial and rebellious 
moods. “ 

Considering this curious definition of liberty, it is small wonder that 
Rousseau could say “whosoever shall refuse to obey the general will 
shall be constrained to do so by the whole body, which means nothing 
else than he will be forced to be free.” Nor need we be surprised when 
we find that according to Bosanquet’s principles when a thief runs down 
the street pursued by a policeman, the thief really wills that the police- 
man catch him, that the judge sentence him to prison so that he may 
expiate his crime against society — although his actual or apparent 
wall is, of course, that he get aw^ay scot-free. The thief would be con- 
siderably astonished to learn that his real will ran so contrary to his 
actual will. But Bosanquet blandl}^ assures us that we must not be led 
astray by the criminal’s ignorance of his own real will. The criminal, 
he says, “doubtless . . . would think it cruel nonsense. . . . But after all 
we are dealing with social logic and not with empirical psychology.” 

In the light of this philosophic background it is not surprising that 
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Hegel himself, that great apostle of freedom in the abstract, thought 
that true freedom had nothing to do with political freedom in the 
ordinary sense, the right of the people to elect their own officials or to 
make their own laws. Nor did his abstract freedom have anything to 
do with everyday freedom of speech or freedom of the press. “To 
define the liberty of the press as the liberty to speak and write what one 
pleases is parallel to the definition of liberty in general as liberty to do 
as one pleases.” On Hegel's own principles, therefore, freedom of 
speech and of the press means the freedom to say and to print what one 
should say and write, or rather what the general will (embodied in the 
government) tells us that we should say and write. 

The third feature of the Hegelian political philosophy is the idea that 
the dictates of the state are higher and more important than the dictates 
of natural law and of subjective morality. This phase of Hegelianism 
stands in marked contrast with the teachings of practically all the earlier 
political philosophies. From early classical times men drew a distinc- 
tion between law as it is (whether customary law or statutory law) and 
law as it ought to be. *Among the Romans, law as it ought to be came 
to be called natural law. It was also called rational law or the law of 
reason. Throughout the Middle Ages it was a common axiom of faith 
that civil law, the statutory law imposed by the state, must be based 
upon the eternal principles of natural law or rational law, and that any 
civil law which violently conflicted with natural law was ipso facto 
invalid. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the doctrine of the 
supremacy of natural law was adopted by all the great liberal thinkers 
such as Locke and his followers. In fact it became one of the founda- 
tion stones of liberalism. 

In the hands of the liberals the idea of natural law became an excuse 
for rebellion against despotic governments. If the laws laid down by 
such governments were contrary to natural law, the citizens had a right 
to ignore or break them and to overthrow the government which sought 
to impose them. Of great importance is the fact that the liberal 
thinkers closely associated the concept of natural law with the concept 
of natural rights, such as life, liberty, and property, or life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness, which each individual should enjoy under the 
dictates of natural law, whether the existing government recognized 
such rights or not. According to the liberals, if a government did not 
grant such rights it was acting against the fundamental precepts of 
natural law and might legitimately be overthrown by armed rebellion. 
As the doctrine of natural law and natural rights was made the corner- 



stone of individualism against the arbitrary encroachments of the 
absolute state, it is only natural that Hegel should regard the whole 
idea with deep suspicion and hostility. 

Equally dangerous to the Hegelian view of the power and function of 
the state was the old doctrine that the dictates of morality are higher 
and more binding than the dictates of positive law as formulated and 
enforced by the government. The early Christians were willing to 
render unto Caesar the things which were Caesar’s, but they were equally 
insistent upon rendering unto God the things which arc God’s. In case 
of conflict, in case Caesar claimed that which rightly belonged to God, 
there could be no doubt as to where the Christian’s duty lay. He must 
resist Caesar in the name of God, even though he suffer martyrdom for so 
doing. During the Middle Ages almost unanimous consent was given 
to the doctrine that the laws of the secular states must never be con- 
trary to the religious and moral codes (the two were considered more or 
less identical) as laid down and safeguarded by the church. The 
Reformation shattered the control of the church in such matters, at least 
in Protestant countries, but in place of the infallible church there arose 
the doctrine of the supremacy of the individual coUvScience. The good 
Lutherans and Anglicans were told that they should render unques- 
tioning obedience to the demands of the state, save where a question of 
conscience was concerned; but should the state demand that which was 
contrary to conscience, the good Christian should offer at least passive 
resistance. The later Protestant bodies, the French Calvinists, the 
Scotch Presbyterians, the English Puritans and Congregationalists went 
even further and declared that when a government sought to impose 
laws which arc contrary to conscience the citizens might lawfully arise 
and overthrow the government. The classical liberals, even those not 
especially concerned with theological matters, eagerly adopted this 
doctrine. Their whole concept of liberty, liberty of speech, of the press, 
of religious opinion, was based upon the notion that the state nnist not 
seek to override the conscience of the individual citizen. 

For the Hegelian doctrine of the absolute supremacy of the state over 
the individual to win acceptance it was necessary for Hegel to attack the 
supremacy of natural law and natural rights and also the supremacy oi 
the individual conscience in matters of morality. Hegel entered into 
the fray with relish and enthusiasm, but it is typical of him and his 
methods in general that his attack on both doctrines was a flank and 
not a frontal attack. When Hegel entered into conflict with the liberals 
he almost never directly denied the arguments or even the conclusions 
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of his adversaries. His policy was to accept the liberal position and 
then show that it meant something completely different from what the 
liberal philosophers tholight it meant. When the liberals pleaded for 
freedom as opposed to tyranny, Hegel shouted, “I, too, believe in freedom 
as much as you do if not more,” and then proceeded to show that free- 
dom meant blind obedience to the dictates of the state. In like manner, 
when the liberals proclaimed their belief in natural law, in natural 
rights, and the sanctity of conscience, Hegel proclaimed, “I, too, believe 
in these things,” and then proceeded to prove to his own satisfaction 
that the dictates of natural law and of the individual conscience are not 
and never can be contrary to the dictates of the modern state. In fact 
he goes even further and claims that all that which is worthy or valid 
in natural law or individual morality is included in but transcended by 
the dictates of the absolute state. 

In order to prove his point Hegel brings in the aid of his famed 
dialectic, the development of logical thought from the.sis, through an- 
tithesis, to synthesis. The World Spirit in the i)rocess of self-unfolding 
passes at first (thesis) through the stage in which it concerns itself with 
abstract right and abstract rights. This is the sphere of natural law 
and natural rights — rights for rights' sake. Eventually tlie World 
Spirit, the mind of mankind, evolves beyond this state and reaches 
the state of (antithesis),* subjective morality. This is the stage where 
man concerns himself with moral right and wrong, and convinces himself 
that there are some things which are right and some which are wrong. 
This is the sphere of duty for duty's sake — the sphere of the individual 
conscience, calling upon each man to perform what he feels he ought to 
perform. Finally the World Spirit passes to the third and last stage 
(the stage of synthesis), or social ethics y where man no longer concerns 
himself merely with abstract right and abstract wrong, but is zealous 
for the concrete social and ethical codes laid down by such institutions 
as the family, society, and above all, by the state. 

In the lowest category, the sphere of abstract right, Hegel deals with 
the concepts advocated by the old natural-law philosophers. To Hegel, 
as to most other German writers, right (the German Recht) means 
right (as opposed to wrong), and also law, and also a right or rights. 
In dealing with his doctrine of abstract right, Hegel constantly shifts 
from one meaning of the term to another, but for the most part he em 
phasizes the notion of abstract right as meaning abstract rights, the 
right or rights which an individual ought to possess on the basis oi 
reason (or natural law). Hegel finds that a man, qua man, does and 
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should possess rights. He has the right to be considered and be treated 
as a person and not as a thing. In order to make his personality com- 
plete, reason dictates that he siioiild be permitted to own property of 
some sort (real or personal). To make ownership complete, a man must 
be permitted to acquire, give away, and exchange his property. This 
in turn means that man must be permitted to enter into contractual 
relations with his fellow man. 

All this is or seems to be in accord with the teachings of the old liberal 
defenders of natural law and natural rights. But Hegel then proceeds to 
state that abstract right, or rights for rights' sake, mark a low and im- 
perfect phase of reason. When man thinks about his rights and nothing 
else, the result is endless discord leading to universal conflict and an- 
archy. For man to make real progress, he must not deny, but he must 
transcend, the idea of rights for rights’ sake and enter the moral sphere 
in which he learns to value duty for duty’s sake; he must learn what he 
must do, not merely what he has a right to do. For a man to ext rcise his 
rights, he must also perform his duties, and his duties, as we shall pres- 
ently see, are those laid down, not by the individual conscience, but by 
the community of which he is a member. Even within the sphere of ab- 
stract rights we soon find that the rights which Hegel gives the individual 
are not the rights which any “actual” person claims. True rights aie 
the rights which reason says that a man ought to have in order that 
he may best develop the divine capacities within him. But the person 
who lays down and defines these rights is not and should not be the 
private individual with his mass of petty wishes and desires, but the 
general will, the rational will behind all individuals, embodied in the dic- 
tates of the state. The rational will, as embodied in the state, recognizes 
that men, to develop the best that is in them, should be permitted to own 
property and enter into contractual relations with one another. Hence 
men have rational or “natural” rights in such matters. But the same 
rational will, as embodied in the state, also lays down the conditions 
under which man may enjoy these rights. It lays down the conditions 
under which men may enter into contractual relations or acquire, sell, 
and exchange property. And these conditions are just as rational, just 
as “natural,” as the rights themselves. Above all, “private possession 
must be kept subject to the higher spheres of right, to a corporate body, 
or the state.” 

Having thus dismissed the argument of those who pleaded that natural 
rights are different from and higher tlian the rights and duties laid down 
by the state, Hegel and the Hegelians next turn to combat the notion 
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that the claims of morality and the individual conscience are higher than 
the dictates of organized society. Hegel’s arguments are directed 
against the “intuitionists” or those who claim that each person is pos- 
sessed of moral feeling or a conscience which invariably tells him (and 
tells him rightly) what is right and what is wrong. Hegel’s arguments 
are also directed against the slightly different but basically similar doc- 
trine of Kant, namely, that in the field of morals a man must be guided 
not by feeling but by reason — the practical reason of each man being 
to Kant the agent which tells a man what he vshould and what he should 
not do, and which, when consulted, invariably gives him the right answer. 
To the intuitionists and to Kant there is no need to consult external 
authority when faced with a moral problem, and should the state or any 
other external agent seek to impose any line of conduct against which 
our own moral sense or our own reason rebels, we are morally bound to 
resist the state. 

To Hegel all such doctrines were horrible, but following his usual pro- 
cedure he began by accepting his opponents’ premises. The intuitionists 
are right, say Hegel and the Hegelians, in claiming that men have a 
moral sense or conscience which tells them that there is a difference be- 
tween good and bad, and makes them obligated to follow the good. 
Kant, moreover, is right in claiming that the dictates of conscience are 
ultimately derived from and depend upon reason or the rational will. 
Goodness consists in willing and doing the rational. But, says Hegel, 
this is only the beginning, not the end of the ethical problem. Conscience 
is right in saying that there is a good and a bad. On this all men are 
agreed. But conscience alone cannot be considered the eternally valid 
basis of action because the consciences of different people tell them differ- 
ent things. More especially does the conscience of one time and one 
place differ from the conscience of another time and another place. 
Conscience at all times and at all places agrees that there is a good and a 
bad, and thus far is valid. But the content of the conscience, the feeling 
that this is good and that is bad, differs from age to age and from nation to 
nation, hence to claim that the content of my conscience or your con- 
science is eternally and absolutely true or valid is absurd. In like man- 
ner Kant was right when he claimed that reason, individual reason, tells 
us that there is a difference between good and bad and that we are obli- 
gated to seek the good, but he was wrong when he claimed that abstract 
reasoning on the part of the individual will enable him to deduce a com- 
plete moral code, binding upon him throughout life. The average man 
is so full of caprice and prejudice that when he claims to think rationally. 



he is frequently guilty of ** wishful thinking,’* of defending by pseudo- 
reasoning his own capricious likes and dislikes. 

From the Hegelian standpoint, abstract or subjective morality can 
give us only the blank concept of goodness, of duty, of moral obligation. 
In order to fill out this blank concept, in order to find out what is good, or 
where our duty lies, we must leave the realm of abstract or subjective 
morality and enter the realm of concrete social ethics. The German 
word for social ethics is Sittlichkeit, which is ultimately derived from 
the term Siite or custom, a fact which throws a great deal of light upon 
what Hegel really meant by social ethics. Social ethics, as opposed to 
subjective morality, is the moral code based upon the customs, tradi- 
tions. dictates of the group, whether family, social, or political, in which 
one happens to be born. Older thinkers claimed that true morality con- 
sisted in departing from that which is merely customary and seeking to 
judge all conduct by an eternally valid subjective standard. Hegel 
denied this claim. To him subjective standards led only to confusion or 
empty abstractions. True ethics consisted in being motivated by the 
inner conscience, but also in conforming to the ethical standard of the 
group of which one formed a part. ’’ It is from the conscience of the com- 
munity and from that alone that any specification of duties can come.” 
“Virtues and duties have no meaning apart from the institutions which 
give them concrete form. . . . Man is not a lonely being cut off from his 
fellows, and his moral ideas are not to be found ready-made within his 
mind. They grow along with the development of customs and institu- 
tions and ^ inseparably connected with them.” 

The Hegelians insist that ethical intuilionism — “my conscience is 
my only guide” — is contrary to the principle of progress and evolution. 
At any given time a man does have a conscience and this conscience does 
have a specific content. It does tell him that it is right to do this and 
wrong to do that. But whether he is aware of it or not, the content of 
this conscience is derived from his environment, his childhood experi- 
ences, the teachings qf his parents, the praise or blame of his comrades. 
The intuitionist takes this conscience with its specific content and as- 
sumes it to be forever valid. In doing so he forgets that the conscience 
of the savage is on a different and a far lower level from the conscience of 
a man living in a civilized community. Worse still he fails to realize that 
the conscience of a man in the distant future, with a more perfect social 
organization, will be on a level different from and far higher than the 
conscience of present-day man. Intuitionism tends to “fossilize the 
principles of conduct at the particular stage of social development which 
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commends itself to the particular intuitionist.” The same argument 
holds good against the doctrines of Kant. Kant was right in claiming that 
the ethical code must be an expression of the rational will, but he was 
wrong in identifying the deductions of the subjective understanding with 
the postulates of the rational will. The true rational will is the uni- 
versal will embodied in human institutions and expressing itself in the 
form of custom, of tradition, and of state- made laws. 

The fourth feature of the Hegelian political philosophy is the doctrine 
that among the social institutions that must dominate mankind society 
is higher and more important than the family, but the state is higher and 
more important than society. 

The first phase of this doctrine,, the idea that the family is transcended 
in importance b}' society, calls for little comment. In China, certainly in 
old China, such insistence was laid upon the family that the average 
Chinese grew up with the idea that the welfare of the family was more 
important than the welfare of society in general or the state in particular. 
Among nearly all modern peoples, however, and especially among the 
European peoples, the notion that the well-being of the family must be 
subordinated to society as a whole is so widespread that it is unnecessary 
to deal in detail with Hegers defense of this proposition. It is, however, 
of some interest to see what Hegel thought the family and family life 
should be. Among most Oriental peoples, and even among the Greeks 
and Romans of European antiquity, the word family meant the great or 
patriarchal family. All the descendants of a single male ancestor con- 
stituted the family in the true sense of the word. In this type of family 
organization the father has control over the lives and fortunes of his sons 
not only when they are small but even after they have reached maturity 
with wives and children of their own. In China today one finds many a 
household consisting of three or four generations living together, with the 
lives of the whole group dominated by a single person, the ancestor of the 
people by wdiom he is surrounded. To flegel’s mind the true family is 
very different from this. To him the family means a man, his wife, and 
their immature children. When children come of age, certainly when 
they marry, they cease to be members of the parental family and create 
new family groups of their own. A man’s first loyalty, therefore, must be 
to his wife and his own children, and not as in China or ancient Rome to 
his parents, his brothers, or his uncles. Parental control of and responsi- 
bility for their children should cease when they reach maturity. 

St. Paul preached celibacy as tlie highest ideal for all persons. The 
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Catholic Church believes that the bulk of the population should marry, 
but that many persons, specially called by God, should remain free from 
family ties. Hegel, on the other hand, thought that it was the duty of 
all men and of all women to marry. “That an individual rnav fulfill hi>s 
ethical duty, he should marry.“ Ignoring the polygamous customs of 
the Orient and even of the ancient Jewish people, he claims that monog- 
amy is the only true and rational form of married life. Marriage is a con- 
tract, but it is more than a contract, it is a divine institution. Hence 
weddings should take the form of a public ceremony, preferably a reli- 
gious ceremony. For the same reason divorce, though permitted, should 
be made as difficult as possible. More interesting is the fact that he held 
old-fashioned German views as to how marriages should be arranged. 
Marriage and the family should be based upon love, but not upon “sub- 
jective passion.** “ Marriage as an ethical institution is an embodiment 
of the universal and as such has a higher right than the particular in- 
clinations, whims, caprices of the individual.** From this it follows 
that marriage should not be the result of “the falling in love" of two 
young people. The bride and the groom should consent to their wed- 
ding, but in general marriages should result from the arrangement of the 
parents. Provided the husband or wife is wisely selected, “love” will 
spring up in due course. Hegel strongly objects to having the young 
people know one another too well before marriage. “Familiarity, inti- 
macy, habituation due to the same course of action ought not to occur 
previous to marriage, but should be found for the first time in the mar- 
ried state.” To be thoroughly consistent Hegel should have urged us 
to go back to the good old custom whereby the bride and groom meet for 
the first time on their wedding day. Divine wisdom , plu^ ( rerman tradi- 
tion, revealed to Hegel that marriage should be associated with the dot 
or dowry and marriage-settlement system. He was also convinced that 
reason demanded that the family fortune should be treated as a unit, the 
administration of which should lie entirely with the husband. The 
modern system, whereby the wife maintains control over her own fortune, 
would have struck him as “irrational.** 

Hegel, like the modern Nazis, was an earnest apostle of the theory that 
2. woman’s place is in the home. 

Women can, of course, be educated, but their minds are not adapted to 
the higher sciences, philosophy, or certain of the arts. These demand a 
universal faculty. Women may have happy inspirations, taste, elegance, 
but they have not the ideal [i.e., the gift of universality]. The difference 
between man and woman is the sxme as that between animal and plant. 
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The animal corresponds more closely to the character of the man, the plant 
to that of the woman. ... If women were to control the government, the state 
would be in danger, for they do not act according to the dictates of uni- 
versality, but are influenced by accidental inclinations and opinions.^ 

But though the scope of women should be confined to family matters, 
it is the inevitable destiny of men to emerge from the narrow limits of the 
family circle and deal with the world of society. It is part of Hegel’s 
philosophy that the very growth and development of the family ends in 
its own destruction. The chief object of the family is the procreation 
and nurture of children, but the nurture of children brings them to 
maturit3^ whereby they automatically leave the family circle and enter 
the world of society, in which the individual units are no longer bound 
together by ties of affection, but struggle, each person for himself, for 
survival and for dominance over his fellow men. 

This very statement shows Hegel’s rather peculiar attitude towards 
the nature of society, and foreshadows his arguments as to why society 
must be curbed and controlled by the state. To the old liberal writers, 
society was the world of voluntary cooperation, to Hegel it was the world 
of universal competition, needing a higher power to keep this competi- 
tion from getting out of hand. To Paine, one great representative of the 
liberal tradition, man’s social instincts, his tendency to settle near his 
neighbors even when not forced to do so, was a sign that naturally and 
normally men liked one another and that their relationship with one 
another was based upon friendship and affection. To Paine the state or 
government with its reliance upon force was necessary only to provide for 
those few persons devoid of social instincts who tried to defraud or do 
violence to their neighbors. 

Society is produced by our wants, government by our wickedncvss. The 
former promotes our happiness positively by uniting our affection, the latter 
negatively by restraining our vices. . . . The first is a patron, the last is a 
punisher. Society in every state is a blessing, but government even in the 
best state is but a necessary evil, in the worse state an intolerable one. . . . 
Government is no further necessary than to suppK the few cases to which 
society and civilization are not conveniently competent. 

Even such an avowed semi-etatist as T. H. Green, strongly influenced 
though he was by Hegel, had still enough of the liberal feeling to sub- 
ordinate the state, based upon force, to society, based upon voluntary 
cooperation. To Green society as a whole is of far greater importance 
than the individual. But this society is based upon man’s natural in- 
stincts, his instinctive desire to live in harmony with his fellow beings, 
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not upon armed might or political subjection. Society has its natural 
laws/' or the standard of conduct which the community feels should hold 
sway between its members, its '‘natural rights," the rights which the 
general community feels the individual ought to have. To Green these 
natural laws and natural rights were all-important. To him, the state 
was merely an agent, frequently an imperfect agent, of society. The 
positive laws of the state and the legal rights granted by the state are 
merely attempts and frequently very imperfect attempts to embody the 
natural laws and the natural rights of society in a concrete form, in a 
form enforceable by physical sanctions. If the state as the agent of 
society should betray its trust, its actions must be stopped. Should the 
actual laws of the state sharply conflict with the natural laws of society, 
should the state radically infringe upon the natural rights granted by 
society, it is the moral duty of the private individual to resist the state 
and, if necessary, to overthrow the government. 

All such notions were anathema to Hegel and to the orthodox Hegeli- 
ans. To Hegel, society, if not a state of conflict (Hobbes’ state of war), 
was at least a state of limitless and ruthless competition. Hegel’s view 
of society was strongly influenced by the science of economics which, in 
Hegel’s own lifetime, was beginning to attract widespread public atten- 
tion. To Hegel, society, was characterized, not by affection and friend- 
ship, but by the " laws ’’ recently enunciated by such men as Adam Smith 
and Ricardo. It was these economic laws which constituted the natural 
laws of society and not natural laws in the sense of ideal laws — laws as 
they should be. The “economic man" of the economists was the same 
as Hegel’s normal man in a state of society. Such a man did not neces- 
sarily go about murdering and robbing his neighbors, but naturally and 
normally he did tend to buy in the cheapest and sell in the dearest mar- 
ket, irrespective of how such a course of action might affect the general 
welfare of the community as a whole. In his intercourse with his fellow 
human beings (apart from members of his own family) the average man 
was chiefly concerned with the profit motive. In buying or selling 
property, in making a contract to labor or for the hire of labor, a man’s’ 
main interest was in how much he was to get out of the deal. Society 
then is dominated by the principle of self-seeking and “individuals in 
society are private persons who pursue their own interests." Such an 
institution can surely not be considered the goal and aim of evolution, 

Hegel thought that a great forward step is taken when men depart 
from the pure individualism of society as a whole and group themselves 
together in the form of voluntary associations, which he calls corpora- 
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tions. By the word corporation Hegel means not a business firm but 
such institutions as the guilds of the Middle Ages, or the employers’ as- 
sociations and the trade unions of the present day. To Hegel the ten- 
dency of mankind to form such groups was an excellent sign — the sign 
not of its social instinct (for to Hegel the social instinct meant competi- 
tion) but of its “state instinct,” a blind groping towards the perfect 
union of mankind in the form of the state. In the corporation “ the par- 
ticular and self-seeking end ” of society becomes transformed into “some- 
thing actively universal.” When a man joins a corporation “it is also 
recognized that he belongs to and has active interest in a whole, whose 
aim is to promote the welfare of society in general.” Speaking of the 
decay of the mediaeval guilds, he says, “ In modern times the corporation 
has been superseded, with the intention that the individual should care 
for himself. ... It is, however, needful to provide the ethical man with a 
universal activity, one above his private ends. This universal, with 
which the modern state does not always supply him, is given by the cor- 
poration.” Hegel, of course, insists that the state is higher than the 
corporation, that the corporation must be subject to state control and 
regulation, but he is equally convinced that the corporation has an all- 
important part to play as the link between the individual and the state. 

This stress upon the corporation is a very significant phase of the 
Hegelian political philosophy. Most of the older etatisis, such as Bodin, 
Hobbes, and even Kant, had looked upon guilds and corporations with 
a very suspicious eye as tending to conflict with the supreme loyalty 
which the individual owed to the state. They insisted that the state 
should have immediate and direct control over and contact with the 
individual rather than indirect control through the agency of an inter- 
vening group. In Hegel we find nothing of this attitude. In the Hegelian 
system the state is so all-important that it has no need to be jealous of 
lesser groups; rather does it aid and sponsor such groups because through 
them the private person learns to fpr get h\^ selfis h ind ivi duali stic point 
of view and merge himself in the activities of a greater whole — a neces- 
sary stage to the understanding and appreciation of the God-created 
state. It is this phase of the Hegelian philosophy which was later-de- 
veloped into the theory of the corporative state in the Fascist and Nazi 
ideology. 

But though the corporation marks a valuable step in the gradual evo- 
lution of mankind from the ruthless individualism of society, it is impos- 
sible for humanity to pause at this stage. The corporation rests and 
must rest upon voluntary action, upon codes and principles freely ac- 



cepted by its members, and this is not enough. For the many iniquities 
of society to be overcome it is necessary to use force. This all-important 
force finds itself embodied in the form of the courts of justice and the 
police. Owing to Hegel’s rather peculiar terminology, he regards these 
two institutions as separate from and subordinated to the state proper, 
or rather as two social institutions created, preserved, and regulated by 
the state in the latter’s attempt to curb and control the vicious tendencies 
inherent in society as a whole. 

Hegel’s attitude towards the courts of justice calls for only brief men- 
tion. He insists that courts derive their authority not from society but 
from the state and from the state only. In society, apart from the state,^ 
there is no way of securing justice save by the iniquitous system of pri- 
vate vengeance. The law that they administer, moreover, must be the 
law which has been formulated and commanded by the state. Some 
thinkers, including some of the later Hegelians, thought that law owes its 
origin and much of its validity custom. Such persons show a marked 
partiality to the English type of common law, based upon tradition 
and precedent. To Hegel himself, however, this idea was obnoxious. It 
was too much like saying that law owes its validity more to its acceptance 
by society than to its expressing the commands of the state. Law, to 
Hegel, should be based upon the principles of abstract right, but abstract 
right, as interpreted by the rational will, to him is another way of express- 
ing the term state. 

Abstract right, moreover, has no vitality and hence no validity until 
it is embodied in the commands and the statutes of the state. Many 
laws may, in point of fact, have originated as customs. But customs, 
unlike laws, “are affected with accidentality and contingency. They are 
subjective and partial in their application.” For customs to pass into 
laws they must acquire universal a[)plication and be definitely “insti- 
tuted,” and this can be done only by the action of something higher than 
society, namely, the state. Incidentally, Hegel thought that laws should 
not only be embodied in state-made statutes; these statutes should also 
be included in a series of rational codes worked out and made definitive 
by the state. 

Passing from the courts of justice to the police, we find that Hegel 
gives an even wider interpretation of the police power of the state than 
does modern American constitutional law. Its chief function is “to 
oversee and foster the ways and means calculated to promote the public 
welfare.” Hegel admits that in the exercise of their functions “the 
police may go to work in a pedantic spirit and disturb the moral life of 
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individuals. But great as the nuisance may be, an objective limit to 
their action cannot be drawn.’’ To Hegel the prevention and punish- 
ment of crime is one function but only one of the less important functions 
of the police power. The police power as the agent of the state (we in 
America would say the state, using its police power) may and should: 
(1) Make public improvements, “lighting the streets, building bridges,” 
etc. (2) Control education. Hegel, along with Fichte, was one of the 
earliest advocates of universal compulsory education. (3) Control 
public health. Hegel specifically mentions only its right to compel all 
persdns to be vaccinated, but he leaves the field open to all other forms 
of medical legislation by the phrase “police control . . . take charge of 
health.” (4) Look after poor relief. Hegel ridicules the idea that 
care for the needy should be left to private charity. 

Haphazard almsgiving, and such foundations as the burning of lamps beside 
holy images, are replaced by public poor houses, hospitals, etc. ... To charity 
enough still remains. It is a false vie\Y for charity to restrict its help to 
private methods and casual sentiment and knowledge, and to feel itself in- 
jured and weakened by regulations binding upon the whole community. 
On the contrary the public system is to be regarded as all the more com- 
plete, the less remains to be done by special effort. 

Last but not least, the police, acting for the state, must regulate and 
control commerce and industry. In defending this position Hegel argues 
that if it is the duty of the state to look after the poor, it is also its duty 
to check the cause of poverty — the free, unbridled individualism wit- 
nessed in unregulated society. Sometimes this control is to be exercised 
merely over irresponsible individuals. 

The community has the duty and right to take under its guardianship 
those who wantonly squander their subsistence and that of their family. 
In place of this extravagance it substitutes their real end, which it seeks to 
promote along with the purpose of the community.’^® 

At Other times the state, acting through the police power, must regu- 
late trade and industry as a whole. 

The individual, it is true, must have the right to earn his bread in this or 
the other way, but on the other hand, the public has the right to ask that what 
is necessary should be done. . . . Freedom of trade should not be of such a 
kind as to endanger the general weaL^^ 

The different interests of producers and consumers may come into conflict, 
and although the right regulation between the two may arise of its own 
accord, yet the adjustment of the two calls for a regulation standing above 
both sides and put into operation consciously. The right to make such a 
regulation in any particular case . . . consists in this that the public offer of 
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goods in wide and general use is not to the individual as such but to him as a 
universal, i.e., to the public. The peoples' right to honest dealing and inspec- 
tion of goods to prevent fraud may be enforced by a public functionary. 
But more especially does the dependence of great branches of industry upon 
foreign conditions and distant combinations, which the individuals engaged 
in these industries cannot themselves oversee, make necessary a general 
supervision and control. . . . Private interest summons the principle of freedom 
against interference from above, but the more blindly it is sunk in self-seeking 
ends the more it stands in need of regulation in order that it may be led back 
to the universal.^* 

To sum up, we may say that Hegel believed that the family must be 
transcended by society; and society in turn must be curbed and regu- 
lated by the courts of justice and the police force, two agents of the state. 
But these two institutions are merely the external organs of the state. 
Behind these agents or organs stands the ultimate reality which they 
represent, the state itself, which Hegel conceives as a mystic tran- 
scendental entity, the mysterious union of all with all, the great whole 
which embraces, but is greater than, any or all of the individual selves. 
Compared with this supreme reality, the state, all other things, whether 
the individual, the family, the corporation, society as a whole, sink into 
insignificance. 

This belief in the supremacy of the state over lesser groups and over 
.society itself is reflected in the teachings of nearly all the later Hegelians. 
It dominates the writings of Bosanquet. Bosanquet, like Hegel, dis- 
tinguishes between society “on a lower level,” society considered as the 
sphere of anarchic individualism, and society “on a higher level” which 
is identical with the state. “By the state we mean society as a unit 
recognized as rightly exercising control over its members through abso- 
lute physical power.” In the course of evolution “the characteristics 
of society pass gradually into those of the state.” “Society after all is 
within the state and it has its meaning in the state.” The state “in- 

cludes the entire hierarchy of institutions by which life is determined, 
from the family to the trade, and from the trade to the church and the 
university. It includes all of them, not as a mere collection of the 
growths of the country but as the structure which gives life and meaning 
to the political whole.” These lesser institutions and organizations 
play and should play an important part in everyday life, but only as sub- 
ordinate parts of a greater whole. “As exclusive objects they are a prey 
to stagnation and disease — think of the temper which lives solely for 
the family or solely for the chijirch; it is only as taken up into the move- 
ment and’ circulation of the state that they are living spiritual beings.” ^ 
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The fifth and last characteristic of the Hegelian theory of the state is 
the belief that the national state is greater than humanity as a whole; 
and war between the various national states is useful and inevitable. 
This conclusion seems somewhat surprising to those who have followed 
the general trend of the Hegelian philosophy. Hegel always seems to be 
more preoccupied with the “universal’* than with the “particular”; 
he always emphasizes the “all -embracing whole” as opposed to the 
individual parts which make up the whole; reality is and must be to him 
“a totality”; he is perpetually talking about the “World Spirit” as re- 
flected and embodied in man qua man. We are not surprised that Hegel 
took over from Fichte the notion that a state should naturally and nor- 
mally coincide with a nation (a group of persons speaking the same lan- 
guage). But we are surprised when Hegel refuses to subordinate the na- 
tional state to a greater and more comprehensive unit, such. as a worl^ 
state or even a league or confederation of nations. But Hegel, for all 
his universalism, is just as violent and as vehement in his insistence that 
the national state is the ultimate goal of evolution, that it must not be 
subordinated to any higher unit, as he is in his insistence that the 
individual and the smaller groups must be subordinated to the national 
state. What is even more extraordinary, the vast majority of the later 
Hegelians, including the English, followed him in stressing nationalism 
at the expense of internationalism. 

To Hegel the World Spirit is embodied not in the form of a world-state, 
but in the form of world history, which is the story of the rise and fall of 
various states, each of which has its individual mission and each of which 
furnishes its spec'ific contribution to the life of humanity as a whole. 
“Each slate stands for and embodies an idea, or to be more exact, each 
state embodies a particular phase of the Universal Idea ” ^ — but for a 
single world-state to try to embody the world idea in its entirety would 
be ridiculous — it would be false as opposed to true universality. The 
ever more perfect revelation and realization of the universal idea can 
only come about through conflict, the conflict of one national state with 
another. “ In history the Idea unfolds its various phases in time and the 
dominant phase at any epoch is embodied in a dominant people” ^ — a 
people who dominate but never can conquer the whole of the civilized 
world. The same idea is expressed in less metaphysical language by 
Bosanquet, “ the Nation-State is the widest organization which has com- 
mon organization necessary to found a common life.”®® “It has no 
determinate function in a larger community, but is itself the supreme 
community; the guardian of a whole moral world, not a factor within an 



organized moral world/’ To suppose that humanity as a whole is or 
ever can become an organized moral world is regarded as ridiculous. 

Hegel brushes aside with contempt the plea for a world-state or a 
league of nations put forward by Kant and Fichte and supported by 
such men as Green. He treats with equal irreverence the Kantian-Fich- 
tean plea for a world court before whose bar individual nations can be 
brought for judgment, for the non-observance of tre^^ties or for other 
breaches of international law. TJo Hegel the idea of such a world court 
passing judgment upon separate independent nations is and ever must 
remain visionary. Hegel does indeed insist that there is an ultimate and 
final tribunal or world court, but this world court is no man-made insti- 
tution, it is the World Spirit itself in the form of world history. In the 
eternal competition and conflict between states, the state which survives 
and triumphs over the others is obviously more in accord with the World 
Spirit than the others. Its very triumph shows that the world court of 
history has granted judgment in favor of this nation. Die Welt Ge- 
schichte isi das Weltgericht. 

' Putting aside all this charming metaphysical verbiage, Hegel’s doc- 
trine of the world court of history boils down to this: nation-states must 
eternally be in conflict with one another; the only way to settle these 
conflicts is by war; the nation which triumphs in war proves itself to be 
ipso facto right. Hegel and the Hegelians had no use whatever for 
Kant’s dream of perpetual peace. The British Hegelians, to be sure, 
have been somewhat milder in their praise of war. But even they are 
indignarU with those who denounced war as a national crime. 

A public act which inflicts loss, such as war. . . , is wholly different from 
murder or theft. ... It is not a violation of law. ... It is not a breach of an 
established moral order by a being within it. . . . It is the act of a supreme 
power which has ultimate responsibility for protecting the form of life of 
which it is the guardian.®® 

Hegel and the German Hegelians were far less rnilk-and-watery in 
their defense of war. War, to Hegel, was not only necessary, it was also 
good. It was an invaluable instrument in aiding the moral advancement 
of mankind. 

Just as the movement of the ocean prevents the corruption which would 
be the result of perpetual calm, so by war people escape the corruption which 
would be occasioned by perpetual peace.®® 

War, to Hegel, is essentially dnd intrinsically good because it inspires 
men to patriotism. It awakens men from their individualistic selfish- 
ness, their lethargy regarding public affairs, and makes them acutely 
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aware of the nature and functions of the great whole, the state, in which 
they live and move and have their being, but do so, in times of peace, 
unconsciously. War by inspiring love of country indirectly inspires 
morality or ethics; for ethics, as we have seen, is not something individ- 
ual, but is based upon “my station and its duties" within the state. 
Without devotion to the state true ethics is impossible. Moreover, 
“peoples who have been unwilling or afraid to endure internal sover- 
eignty have been subjugated by others." In other words, in warfare 
peoples with a strong central government triumph over peoples unwill- 
ing to submit themselves to the dictation of the all-powerful state. To 
Hegel the all-powerful state is the end all and be all of evolution, so that 
war by promoting the triumph of such an institution directly aids evolu- 
tion. Again, wars are good because external wars “have prevented 
civil broils and strengthened the internal powers of the state." Fi- 
nally Hegel declares that war is a great aid to morality in bringing vividly 
to our minds the vanity and transiency of all earthly things and all tem- 
poral possessions. “It is necessary that what is finite, such as life and 
property, should have its contingent nature exposed." Surely there is 
no quicker and hiore vivid way of pointing out this great moral lesson 
than the horrors of war. 

Considering their defense and even advocacy of war, it is not surprising 
that Hegel and the Hegelians are very cold-blooded and ruthless in their 
treatment of international obligations. The liberals thought that there 
really is such a thing as international morality; that individual states are 
bound to obey the principles laid dawn by international morality. To 
the liberals, a state is morally bound to observe the treaties it signs 
with other nations and to respect the rights of other nations. To the 
Hegelians this whole notion of international morality is nonsense. True 
morality to them is “social ethics," and social ethics can only develop 
inside an organized community such as the family, the corporation, or 
the state. Humanity as a whole does not constitute an organized com- 
munity; it is not a “moral organism.'^ Hence there can be no true mo- 
rality based upon humanity as a whole. As a consequence moral law 
holds good only within each state. It does not apply to the relations 
between states. This attitude is summed up by Bosanquet as follows: 
“Moral relations presuppose an organized life, but such a life is only 
within the state, not in relations between the state and other communi- 
ties." As morality can only exist within the state, “the state as such 
certainly cannot be guilty of personal immorality, and it is hard to see 
how it can commit theft or murder in the sense in which these are moral 
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offenses.*’ ^ “We deny . . . that someone is guilty of murder when a 
country carries on war, or of theft when it adopts a policy of repudia 
cion, confiscation, or annexation.” 

Stace, another prominent exponent of the Hegelian philosophy, ex- 
presses the same idea in slightly different words. “Between states there 
is no objectively existent sphere of universal right as in the case between 
persons. Hence the acts of states are governed by their arbitrary will.” 
States may, of course, sign treaties between themselves, 

but because there is no authority above thy states and because the relations 
between them are governed not by universality but by contingency, these 
relations arc continually shifting, and treaties, even if they purport to be 
binding in perpetuity, become in fact obsolete when the conditions which 
produced them change.^® 

A state may, therefore, violate any treaty it pleases on the plea that 
conditions have changed. This, incidentally, was exactly the defense 
Germany made in 1914 when invading Belgium. The idea that a treaty 
is '“only a scrap of paper” is thus seen to rest on sound Hegelian philos- 
ophy. 


THE AUTHORITARIANISM OF HEGEL 

After this rather lengthy discussion of the Hegelian doctrine regarding 
the nature and function of the state, we may now turn to an examination 
of the Hegelian views respecting the nature and functions of government, 
or the problem of who shall guide and control the state. Many of the 
British and American Hegelians, because of tlicir liberal environment, 
broke with their master and indicated their belief in a democratic or at 
least a scmi-dernocratic form of government. Hegel himself, however, 
and the vast majority of the German and other Continental Hegelians, 
were thoroughgoing authoritarians. To them government was not and 
should not be based upon the consent of the governed. Governmental 
officials do not acciuirc their power by delegation of authority from the 
people. The broad mass of the people should be excluded from partici- 
pation in political activities. Sovereignty resides not in the people but 
in the person of the ruler. In short, Hegel’s ideal form of government is a 
political pyramid with power centered at the top and gradually sinking 
downwards, rather than rising from the bottom to the top. Or, to put 
the matter in other words, Hegel, like Carlyle, craved a social and 
political hierarchy, the many being guided and controlled by the few; 
and the few in turn being subordinated to the one — the supreme head of. 
the state. 
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Hegel’s own method of approaching the problem of government was 
by reinterpreting and modifying some of the basic doctrines of Montes- 
quieu. Montesquieu, it will be remembered, proclaimed that good 
government should be based upon the principles of check and balance 
and the Separation of powers. Instead of granting absolute power either 
to a monarchy, or to an aristocracy, or to a democracy, Montesquieu 
advocated that control over the machinery of government be divided 
among the monarch, the aristocracy, and the bulk of the people. Each 
element in striving to protect its own interests would prevent the others 
from securing despotic control over the state. In like manner, by divid- 
ing the functions of government among an executive, a judicial, and a 
legislative body, each separate from the others, and supreme in its own 
field, the dangers of absolutism might be avoided. To Hegel the doc- 
trines of Montesquieu are valuable but imperfect. The principles of 
check and balance and of the separation of powers are valuable, just as 
the division of labor in the economic field is useful, but it must not be 
carried too far. Absolute separation of powers leads to anarchy. If 
the various organs of government were independent entities constantly 
opposing and checking one another, the whole fabric of the state would 
dissolve. There must be a unity behind this diversity. There must be 
an organ within the state which transcends and harmonizes the other 
organs. 

In place, therefore, of the old division of government into legislative, 
executive, and judicial organs, each with equal powers, Hegel insists that 
the true and rational separation is into legislative, executive, and mon- 
archic organs, in which the legislative and executive check and balance 
one another, but both are transcended and find their final harmony in 
the person of the monarch, who symbolized the essential unily of the 
state. The legislative branch represents the clement of universality in 
the state, its chief function being to lay down general laws. The execu- 
tive represents the clement of particularity in the state, its chief function 
being to apply general laws to individual concrete cases. For this very 
reason Hegel includes the judiciary under the head of the executive, as the 
element of particularity applies to judicial as well as to ordinary execu- 
tive functions. The monarchic branch, sharing in and supervising both 
the legislative and the executive functions, brings the element of particu- 
larity into harmony with the element of universality and makes of the 
state a living organic whole. Hegel’s division of powers thus follows the 
general pattern of his dialectic, for we have the legislative as the thesis, 
the executive for the antithesis, and the monatchic as the synthesis. 
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These three governmental bodies also embody the essential elements ol 
democracy, of aristocracy, and of monarchy. Monarchy represents the 
supreme rule of one. The executive, to Hegel, consists of the administra- 
tive hierarchy within the state and represents the guidance and leader- 
ship of the few, the true aristocracy. The legislative represents the col- 
lective wisdom of the many, even though Hegel's “many" constituted 
only a small portion of the total population. 

In his detailed treatment of the problems of government, Hegel de- 
votes, as we should expect, a great deal of attention to the nature and 
functions of the monarchic element. Anyone who reads through Hegel's 
various political writings must come to the conclusion that in his heart of 
hearts Hegel really favored absolutism or a dictatorship, even though the 
exigencies of the time prevented him from giving free rein to his opinions. 
The real, though half-hidden, absolutism of Hegel is revealed in such 
passages as 

He who tells the time what it wills and means and then brings it to com- 
pletion is the great man of the time. In his act the inner significance and 
essence of the time is actualized. Who does not learn to despise public 
opinion, which is one thing in one place, and another in another, will never 
produce anything great.^^ 

This sympathy with absolutism made Hegel a great admirer of such 
great dictators in the past as Alexander, Julius Caesar, and Napoleon, 
whose names he always mentions with reverence. Most of Hegel’s 
German contemporaries regarded Napoleon, the French conqueror, as a 
horrible tyrant, trampling down the liberties of mankind. Not so Hegel. 
To him Napoleon was die Weltseele, the incarnation of the soul of the 
world. The World Spirit is indeed “the inmost soul of all individuals, 
but in a state of unconsciousness which the great men in question 
aroused. Their fellows, therefore, follow these soul-leaders, for they feel 
the irresistible power of their own inner Spirit thus embodied." Hegel 
admits that his heroes frequently “treat other great and sacred objects 
inconsiderately; conduct which is indeed obnoxious to moral reprehen- 
sion. But so mighty a form must trample down many an innocent 
flower — crush to pieces many an object in its path." After reading 
Hegel’s descriptions of the functions and character of heroes, one feels 
sure that Mussolini and Hitler would certainly be included with Alex- 
ander, Caesar, and Napoleon in his galaxy of great men, concrete em- 
bodiments of the Divine Idea, God made manifest in the flesh. 

Hegel was convinced that monarchy in some form was absolutely es- 
sential to good government, though his definition of monarchy would in- 
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dude present-day Germany, with its Fiihrery as it included ancient Rome 
with its Imperator. All forms of government other than monarchic arc 
necessarily imperfect. “ In the government regarded as organic totality 
the sovereign power is... the all-sustaining, all-decreeing will of the 
state.’' Now this will of the state, the sovereign power, must be em- 
bodied in a “person.” This “person” may be a theoretical or fictitious 
person, such as a House of Lords, or a popular assembly, but in a perfect 
form of the state this all-sustaining, all-decreeing will must be embodied 
in an actual or real person — the monarch. “The monarchic constitu- 
tion is therefore the constitution of developed reason ; all other constitu- 
tions belong to the lower grades of the development and realization of 
reason.” In a modern state “the element which implies absolute 
decision is not individuality in general, but one individual — the mon- 
arch.” 

Hegel insists that sovereignty must be embodied in the person of the 
sovereign, and thus definitely denies the idea, so dear to the liberals, 
that sovereignty resides with the people. 

It may be said that internal sovereignty resides in the people, if we speak 
in general terms and mean that sovereignty accrues to the whole state. But 
. . . the peof)Ie, apart from their monarch and the common membership 
necessarily and directly associated with him is a formless mass. It is no 
longer a state. . . . When a people having pavSsed from the primitive condition 
whicli made the forms of aristocracy and democracy possible and is represented 
not as in a willful and unorganized condition, but as a self-developed organic 
totality, in such a people sovereignty is the personality of the whole, and 
exists too in a reality, in the person of the monarch. Even in the imperfect 
forms of the state the summit must be occupied by an individual. . . . Under 
aristocratic or more especially ui^der democratic government he appears in 
the form of statesmen and generals, according to accident and the particular 
needs of the time. Here all actions and all reality have their origin and 
completion in the unity of the leader’s decision. 

Monarchy, therefore, is only the carrying out in the sphere of politics 
of the principle that in all social organizations one person, whether called 
general, or statesman, or chairman, must stand at the apex and direct 
the activities of the whole. 

Considering Hegel’s passion for the great dictators of the past, and for 
Napoleon, the great dictator of his own age; considering his belief that 
the all-sustaining, all-decreeing will of the state must be embodied in a 
single individual; that all worth-while action is based upon the decision* 
of a single outstanding person, it is rather surprising that he did not 
come out and openly espouse the cause of absolute monarchy or absolute 



HEGEL 315 

dictatorship. But it must be remembered that Hegel lived and wrote at 
a time when the open advocacy of such a principle was extremely unpop- 
ular. Even the restored Bourbons were unable to preach a return to the 
absolute monarchy of Louis XIV's time. When Hegel was formulating 
his systematic political philosophy, Napoleon was a prisoner at St. 
Helena. The year of the publication of the Philosophy of Right was also 
the year of Napoleon’s death and at such a time it was ridiculous to lec- 
ture in favor of popular dictatorship, the absolute rule of one man who 
rises, by force of arms and by popular acclaim to supreme power in the 
state. Hegel was, therefore, forced to accommodate his principles to the 
demand of the times, and advocated the cause, not of absolute monarchy, 
but of limited or constitutional monarchy. ^ 

Hegel could at least be true to innate convictions in proclaiming that a 
constitutional monarchy was at least better than a republic or any other 
democratic form of government. Some of the more advanced liberals of 
Hegel’s own times argued that constitutional monarchy was only a pass- 
ing phase, a halfway stage between despotism and a republic. Hegel 
calls in his dialectic to prove that such a view is false. The movement 
of history is not, he says, from despotism to limited monarchy, to a re- 
public, but from despotism (the thesis) to a republic (the antithesis) to a 
constitutional monarchy (the synthesis).^®^ Constitutional monarchy, 
therefore, instead of being a provisional and temporary stage, is the final 
and perfected form of government, a form of government to which all 
states must come when they attain a certain degree of development. 

In defending constitutional monarchy Hegel was also forced to defend 
the hereditary principle in such monarchies. F'orgetting for the moment 
his heroes, Caesar and Napoleon, who won rather than inherited their 
thrones, Hegel called upon divine, universal reason to prove that the 
true monarch was monarch by right of birth and not by election or the 
choice of his subjects; “the election of a monarch is the worst of pro- 
ceedings.” A desire to elect one’s own ruler “proceeds from the will of 
the multitude in the form of inclination, opinion, and caprice.” “The 
ultimate self of the state’s will is in this, its abstraction, an individuality 
which is simple and direct. Hence its very conception implies that it is 
natural. Thus the monarch ... is appointed to the dignity of monarch 
in a directly natural way, by natural birth.” To the lowly unphilo- 
sophical person this line of argument seems perilously close to sheer non- 
sense, but to the good German Hegelians this doctrine seemed a direct 
revelation of divine wisdom. 

Hegel freely admits that an hereditary monarch may in private life be 
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a selfish, pleasure-seeking, ill-educated boor. But, he argues, in a con 
stitutional as opposed to an absolute monarchy, the private character of 
the monarch is of no importance. In a constitutional monarchy the 
king ‘'is bound to the concrete content of the advice of his counceltors, 
and when the constitution is established he often has nothing to do but 
sign his name.’' Moreover, for the modern office of king “is needed 
only a man who says yes, and so puts the dot upon the i.” All this 
would be very well if by constitutional monarchy Hegel meant a mon- 
archy such as exists at the present time in England, where all the actions 
of the king are determined by the advice of his ministers who are in turn 
responsible to the House of Commons. But Hegel’s idea of a constitu- 
tional monarchy was not at all that of the English model. He disliked the 
thought of parliamentary government where the ministers of state are 
dependent for their office upon having the confidence of the popular as- 
sembly. Hegel’s constitutional monarchy was patterned after old 
Prussia and not after modern England. The ministers of state and all 
the members of the administrative hierarchy are to owe their appoint- 
ment and dismissal to “the unlimited, free, arbitrary will’’ of the mon- 
arch.^®® The king is to act upon the advice of his ministers, but these 
ministers are to be men of his own choosing, in no way dependent upon 
the wishes and desires of parliament or of the people. This, plus the 
fact that the king in his own person is to have an absolute veto upon all 
legislation, shows that Hegel is distinctly optimistic in claiming that the 
private character of his monarch is a matter of no significance. 

Having disposed of the power and functions of the monarch, Hegel 
proceeds to discuss the essential character of the so-called executive 
branch of the government. As we have already seen, what Hegel calls 
the executive is really the administrative hierarchy or organized bureau- 
cracy which for so long had actual and practical control over most of the 
functions of government in Germany and especially in Prussia. This 
administrative hierarchy included, of course, the ministers of state, the 
various departmental heads, down to the rank and file of the civil service. 
It included all the judicial officers of the state, both judges and such per- 
sons as district attorneys and public prosecutors. It also included the 
heads of the national gendarmery or national police force. From the 
purely governmental point of view, Hegel’s executive consists of the 
whole body of bureaucrats, who thus constituted the political aristocracy 
of the country. As Hegel himself admits, his executive was to take the 
place of the aristocracy of ancient times. 

It is difficult for us in America to understand the prestige and impor- 
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tance of the bureaucracy in Germany, and the significant role it played 
and still plays in everyday governmental life. Many of the persons who 
in Germany would be members of the' national administrative hierarchy 
are, in America, elected by the local communities, such for example as 
the various state officials, the governor, frequently the secretary of state, 
and the treasurer of each state. Our state judges, our district judges, 
our boards of education are locally elected and hence are persons who 
are more or less professional politicians. Many, if not most of the 
higher posts in what administrative hierarchy we do possess, are con- 
sidered to be political plums which must be given to deserving friends of 
^he party in power. Most of the lower posts in this hierarchy are 
awarded to the friends and relatives of senators and representatives and 
other political patrons whose political service needs to be rewarded. In 
the last few decades we have organized and developed our permanent 
non-political civil service, but as yet this civil service plays a minor role 
in the affairs of state and its members have little or no social prestige 
and little or no influence in the shaping of national policies. 

With the growth of the national bureaucracy under the New Deal, and 
the establishment of such institutions as the School of Public Adminis- 
tration at Harvard University and elsewhere, conditions have changed 
considerably from the way they were a few years ago, but in America we 
still regard the members of the civil service as the servants of the state 
and of the public rather than as the leaders and guides of public affairs. 
With us the young men from what are called '‘the better families," that 
is, families socially and financially prominent, usually aim at going into 
business or following a profession. Occasionally, very occasionally, such 
young men aim at going into politics, but almost never do they have for 
their life's ambition going into “public service." A few may be tempted 
by thoughts of joining the diplomatic corps, but to be a member of the 
domestic civil service seems a very drab life indeed. 

In Germany conditions were, and still are, very different. There, a 
large number of socially prominent young men, after specializing in 
public law and the problems of public administration during their uni- 
versity days, enter the service of the state and proceed to work their way 
up the administrative hierarchy. Throughout their lives they enjoy a 
great deal of social and political esteem. During the nineteenth cen- 
tury most of the highest ministers of state, foreign ministers and impe- 
rial chancellors were recruited from this group. Bismarck was only one 
of the many persons who reached the peak of political power after a long 
career in the public service. General laws had of course to be passed by 
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the Reichstag, but the bureaucracy had a great deal to say about the 
formulation and shaping of these laws. Moreover, many things which 
with us would be covered by laws were in Germany regulated by admin- 
istrative decrees or “police orders,” the framing of which lay entirely in 
the hands of the administrative hierarchy. 

The Prussian bureaucracy as it slowly developed during the nineteenth 
and twentieth centuries was little more than a practical application of 
the ideas on the nature of the executive as sketched by Hegel in his 
Philosophy of Right. The function of the executive (always spoken of 
in the plural) is “the execution and application ... of the existing laws, 
regulations, establishments for common ends and the like. ... It is their 
duty to care for each particular thing in the community and in these 
private ends make to prevail the universal interest.” The members 
of the executive, unlike the head of t)ie state, are not to owe their 
positions to “natural personality or to birth.” They are to be appointed 
by the king (without reference to the Diet or Parliament) but on the 
basis of their “knowledge and proof of fitn(\ss.” In their guid- 
ance of the population as a whole the administrative hierarchy should 
work, as far as possible, through the corporations (trade and professional 
groups) into which the people are to be organized, rather than with 
separate individuals. The leaders of these corporations may well be 
nominated by the members of the corporations themselves, but subject 
to confirmation (and possible veto) by the national authorities. 

Hegel sometimes speaks of his executive or body of state officials as 
being members of the middle class, but they are middle class only in the 
sense that they mediate between the members of the royal family and 
the highest members of the landowning aristocracy on the one side and 
the bulk of the population on the other. They represent what would be 
called by us the upper middle and upper classes, according to their posi- 
tion in the hierarchy. Even in HegcFs system of classification they con- 
stitute the most important element of the highest of the three classes 
into which Hegel divides the population as a whole. According to him 
society is divided into, first, the agricultural class, second, the industrial 
and commercial class, and third, the universal class. 

The agricultural class includes both the landless agricultural laborer 
and the small peasant farmers who own their own land. This class is 
characterized by simplicity, living as it does in direct contact with 
Nature and receiving what she gives in a spirit of trust and dependence. 
In this class, reflection plays only a small part in daily life. The indus- 
trial and commercial class includes both the artisans or handworkers, the 



clerks and other employees of commercial undertakings, and also the 
employers and the heads of industrial and commercial firms, especially 
those working on a small scale. This class depends less on Nature and 
more on its own efforts. It is the class dominated by reflection or under- 
standing which it uses to analyze wants and to mould the materials of 
Nature to its own satisfaction. According to Hegel the essential element 
in this class is “particularity’* or the emphasis placed upon individual- 
ism and individual enterprise, each man seeking his own interest, the 
profit motive being the all-important factor. It is the class, therefore, 
which most demands “subjective” or “ negative” freedom — the kind 
of freedom which Hegel thinks is the false kind of freedom, the freedom 
to do as one wishes rather than the freedom to do as one ought. 

The universal class has for its work and purpose the universal inter- 
ests of society and the state. It concerns itself with the state as a whole 
rather than with the interests of the individual. It is the class domi- 
nated, not by abstract understanding, but by reason, that is, understand- 
ing plus spiritual insight. It includes, of course, the administrative hier- 
archy (or executive), as the members of this hierarchy serve the publiqas 
a whole; the officers of the army and navy, as they too work for the state 
rather than for the particular interest; the clergy who minister to the 
spiritual needs of the whole nation. Apparently the professional classes 
(doctors and lawyers) are also included in this class. It is certain that 
it included (he large landowners and the great commercial and industrial 
magnates whose wealth is such that they can live on their incomes and 
hence devote themselves to society as a whole rather than struggle to 
secure their own livelihood. 

The business of the universal class is with the universal interests of society. 
Hence it must be relieved of the direct task of providing for itself. It must 
possess private means or receive an allowance from the state. His private 
interest may thus find satisfaction in his labor for the universal. 

Hegel does indeed differ from the old eighteenth century conservatives 
in insisting that neither birth nor pedigree is an essential consideration in 
deciding to what class a man is to belong. Normally the son of a peasant 
will be a peasant; the son of a petty tradesman a petty tradesman; but 
Hegel accepted the principle so dear to Napoleon, “the tools to those 
who can use them ” — a principle accepted also by Mussolini and Hitler. 
If a boy of genius should arise among the agricultural class, he should be 
permitted to qualify himself for entrance into the universal class. But 
though Hegel thus adopted the doctrine of equality of opportunity, he 
was insistent that the universal class must be the dominant or governing 
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class in the whole community. This class must direct and control the 
activity of the other classes, at least in so far as this activity has refer- 
ence to the general welfare. The direction of military and naval affairs 
should not lie in the hands of the common soldiers and sailors, but with 
their officers. The direction of financial, social, and political movements 
should lie, not with the broad mass of the population, but with the mem- 
bers of the universal class as a whole. Among this class the normal con- 
duct of governmental affairs should lie with the administrative hierarchy, 
those members of the universal or governing class who devote all their 
time and energies to the service of the state. 

To Hegel the vast majority of all governmental matters should be 
regulated, not by laws requiring the consent of the legislative assembly, 
but by administrative decrees framed and executed by the administra- 
tive hierarchy on its own initiative. Laws should be few, simple, and 
universal in character. They should merely lay down general principles. 
The application of these principles to the complicated world of everyday 
activity must rest entirely with the bureaucracy, which must, therefore, 
be given a free hand in working out all matters of detail. A law should 
merely say, for example, “ the police are to control health.’’ On the basis 
of this “law” the administration, on its own responsibility, should work 
out a series of detailed regulations as to what the individual citizen must 
and must not do to preserve public health. 

Equally interesting is the fact that Hegel urged that the administra- 
tion be given almost a free hand in financial matters. General financial 
policy, such as the type of taxes to be raised, might be considered legisla- 
tive in character and thus need the consent of the legislative assembly, 
but the normal year-to-year raising and spending of money should be 
controlled by the executive. 

To give the name of law to the annual fixing of financial requirements only 
serves to conceal the fact that the legislative power when it makes a decree 
about finance is really engaged in strict executive business. The importance 
attached to the power of from time to time granting “supply” on the ground 
that the assembly of the estates [i.e., parliament] possesses in it a check on the 
government and thus a guarantee against injustice and violence — this im- 
portance is rather plausible than real.“* 

But though the normal conduct of governmental affairs can thus be 
safely entrusted to the official bureaucracy, even Hegel admits that gen- 
eral laws should be made only after consultation with a larger body. 
This brings us to a consideration of his ideas regarding the legislative 
body, the third and last governmental organ. 



HEGEL 


331 


Montesquieu with his belief in the absolute separation of powers urged 
that the monarch (to him the head of the executive hierarchy) and all 
other executive or administrative officials should be rigidly excluded from 
the process of legislation. To Hegel this proposal was ridiculous. To 
his mind there should be a legislative body in addition to the monarch 
and the bureaucracy, but both the monarch and the bureaucracy should 
play an important role in the shaping of all laws. In legislative matters 
the monarch “gives the final decision.” In actual practice this means 
that the monarch has the right to propose laws and also the right to veto 
laws passed by the legislature. Incidentally the albirnportant matters 
of making war and peace are taken from the legislature and placed en- 
tirely in the hands of the monarch. The cooperation of the adminis- 
trative hierarchy in the function of legislation is considered especially 
important, because “the executive element has concrete knowledge and 
oversight of the whole in its many sides and in the actual principles 
firmly rooted in them.” “The highest state officials have necessarily 
deeper and more comprehensive insight [than the ordinary legislator] 
into the working and needs of the state and also greater skill and wider 
experience.” 

The administrative hierarchy, therefore, should aid the legislature by 
proposing legislation and shaping the bills when they come to be consid- 
ered. But in addition it is advisable that the higher ministers of state 
should have the right to speak and to vote in the legislative assembly. 
Hegel commends the English system wherein the members of the cabinet 
are always members of Parliament, but he fails to point out the important 
difference between the English system and the type of government he 
advocates. In England the cabinet members are not trained adminis- 
trators who have worked their way up the bureaucratic hierarchy, but 
professional politicians who owe their posts to the fact that they are the 
leaders of the majority party in the House of Commons. The execu- 
tive is thus guided and controlled by the legislative assembly. In He- 
gel’s scheme the ministers of state are professional administrators in no 
way responsible to or controlled by the popular assembly. They are to 
have ex officio seats in the legislative assembly in order that they may 
enlighten the assembly as to the real needs of the government, and by 
their advice and votes help steer the course of legislation in the right di- 
rection. The position of Hegel’s ministers in the legislative assembly is 
analogous, not to conditions in England, but to conditions in British 
India under the old (Minto-Morley) constitution, where the legislative 
councils of the various provinces consisted half of “official members” 
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appointed by the crown from among the members of the Indian Civil 
Service, and half of “unofficial” members selected in various ways by 
the community as a whole. 

Hegel hoped that the bureaucratic or “official” members of the legis- 
lative assembly, though possessing less than a numerical majority, 
would dominate the process of legislation. Nevertheless he, like the 
Indian constitution makers, had to make provision for unofficial mem- 
bers and lay down rules as to how they should be chosen. In this portion 
of his work Hegel again shows his strong dislike of democracy. In the 
first place he insists that though the legislative assembly should repre- 
sent “the many,” it is not at all necessary that it represent “the all” — 
or all sections of the population. If, says Hegel, it were necessary that 
“ the all ” be represented in parliament it would be necessary for women 
and children to be represented, which, in his opinion, is manifestly ab- 
surd. If women and children are to be excluded, there is no reason why 
all men should be represented; the ignorant, stupid, self-seeking bulk of 
the male population should also be kept from interfering with the proper 
functioning of the state. To his mind, “the people” — the broad mass 
of the population — “does not know what it wills. To know what we 
will, and further what the absolute will, namely, reason, wills is the fruit 
of deep knowledge and insight and is therefore not the property of the 
people.” When, therefore, Hegel tells us that the legislative assem- 
bly should represent “the many,” we find that his “many” constitutes 
only a small portion of the population. 

To be quite sure that the people as a whole do not seize control over the 
legislative body Hegel provides that his diet or parliament shall be 
divided into two chambers. By this means “an accidental decision se- 
cured on the spur of the moment by a simple majority of the votes is 
rendered far less probable.” Moreover, one of these chambers, tfie 
upper house, bears a strong resemblance to the English House of Lords., 
It is to consist exclusively of the great landowners, who acquire their 
right to sit in this house by reavSon of birth or at least by the inheritance 
of the paternal estates. The great landowners constitute a group 
“whose ethical character is natural. As its basis it has family life and as 
regards subsistence it has possesvsion of the soil.” This group has a 
more “independent volition ” than any other group within the state. Its 
very wealth gives it this “independent volition.” It is more independ- 
ent than the public officials, for the latter secure their livelihood from the 
state and constantly fear dismissal from office. It is more independent 
than the members of the industrial and commercial class, for the desires 
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of the latter depend upon “the uncertainty of trade, the desire for gain, 
and the fluctuation of property [i.e., commercial capital].” This group of 
landowners and this group alone is “secure from the favor at once of the 
executive and of the multitude.” For this reason it should be given a 
special share in the process of legislation and made to constitute one of 
the two houses which shall pass upon all proposed bills. This group 
shall be “further secured even from its own caprice” by having its mem- 
bers automatically become members of the upper house rather than un- 
dergo the whims and accidents of any elective process. To keep this 
group intact Hegel provides for entail or the law whereby the great land- 
lords may not sell or otherwise dispose of their estates, and each such 
person must leave all his real property to his eldest son.^^i 

Whereas the upper house is to consist of a single group within the com- 
munity, the lower house is to be somewhat more general and more inclu- 
sive in its make-up. It is to consist of representatives of all the “es- 
tates” or classes and of all the principal “corporations.” This phrase 
must not be misunderstood. Hegel violently disapproved of manhood 
suffrage. He even disapproved of granting the vote to all persons who 
possessed a certain property qualification. To his mind a man merely 
as an individual or private citizen had no right whatever to vote. He 
had a right to vole only as a member of some group or corporation, and 
the members of the lower house should represent not merely a mass of in- 
dividuals who happen to live together in a certain locality, but the vari- 
ous functional groups into which the organic unity of the state is divided. 
To Hegel the very thought that a single person should or could represent 
all persons living within a certain geographic district was ridiculous. 
Persons living within this district have nothing in common save territo- 
rial propinquity, surely a very inadequate basis for parliamentary repre- 
sentation. No, the lower house should consist of one or more represent- 
atives of what we should now call trade unions, and such organizations 
as farmers’ cooperatives. The great majority of the members of the 
lower house, however, should consist of representatives of the higher 
and more important corporations, such as the chambers of commerce, 
manufacturers’ associations, trade associations, bar associations, medical 
associations, and the like. 

Hegel was willing to permit a few representatives of the lower orders, 
such as peasants and artisans, organized into groups, to have a wee small 
voice in the councils of the nation, but the number of such representatives 
must always be small, since he would impose a property qualification 
upon members of parliament and would, moreover, force them to serve 
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without pay and thus make them have an independent income or else be 
supported by the group they represent. The vast majority of the cor- 
porations to be represented in the lower house are to consist of persons 
who belong to what we should call the middle and upper middle classes. 
Every class in the community is to be represented, but represented sep- 
arately and in such a way that the representatives of upper and middle 
groups — the numerical minority in the community — will be able to 
outweigh and outvote the representatives of the great unwashed, the 
bulk of the population. In almost any given territorial district the poor 
enormously outnumber the rich; the rank and file, the socially and intel- 
lectually prominent. To give the bulk of the population the right to 
vote and to have them vote in territorial units means that the rich, the 
prominent, the intellectually able have no way in which they can be 
directly represented in the councils of the nation. Such a system of 
government, says Hegel, leads inevitably to national calamity. If the 
nation is to survive and grow strong, it must see that each group within 
it be given adequate representation, and by adequate Hegel means the 
system whereby the higher and more important can control the lower 
and less important. 

Hegel’s theory of corporate representation is an important landmark in 
the history of political theory. In Hegel’s own time his arguments on 
this matter were largely ignored, and territorial representation remained 
the order of the day. Towards the close of the nineteenth century, Iiow- 
ever, there arose in Germany and even in England and America a num- 
ber of thinkers who felt that territorial representation had proved in- 
adequate for the needs of the community and who demanded “func- 
tional representation,’’ which is really Hegel’s corporate representation 
under another name. And, be it noted, this demand for functional 
representation was frequently made, not by the reactionaries, but by men 
with extremely liberal views. It is, moreover, likely that this demand 
will secure even greater attention in the not distant future. To a cer- 
tain extent, but to a certain extent only, Hegel’s views on class represen- 
tation were incorporated in the old Prussian Constitution of 1850. 
According to this system all voters were arranged in three classes, ac- 
cording to the amount of direct taxes they paid. Each group elected an 
equal number of “electors,” who in turn elected the members of the 
lower house. In this manner the members of the upper or wealthier 
classes, though numerically in the minority, acquired equal representa- 
tion with the middle and lower classes. The Prussian system, however, 
made no arrangement for corporate representation, which is the kernel 
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of the Hegelian system. The first attempt in modern times to embody 
this idea in concrete legislation was made by the Italian Fascists with 
the abolition of the old territorially elected parliament and the substitu- 
tion of a special “Chamber of Corporations.” In this, as in so many 
other respects, Hegel has proved to be the great forerunner or “morning 
star” of the Fascist theory of the state. 
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Part Three 


THE DEVELOPMENT OF ABSOLUTISM 
IN THE NINETEENTH AND 
TWENTIETH CENTURIES 



CHAPTER VIII 


Traditionalism and the Traditionalists 


Hegel died in 1831; Mussolini seized control of Italy in 1922; Hitler 
became the master of Germany in 1933. In many ways Mussolini’s 
Fascism and Hitler’s Naziism may be regarded as little more than 
rather radical developments of the theory of the state and of govern- 
ment advanced by Hegel. But in the century or so which elapsed be- 
tween the death of Hegel and the triumphal emergence of Mussolini and 
Hitler upon the political stages, much water flowed under the bridge. 
The orthodox Hegelian tradition was considerably modified by the later 
Neo-Hegelians. In addition many powerful and able writers com- 
pletely broke with Hegel’s metaphysical background even though they 
remained profoundly influenced by many of Hegel’s political and legal 
ideas. As a result of this break with the Hegelian metaphysics even the 
ideas taken over from Hegel underwent a radical transformation. These 
later modified and developed ideas had an even greater and more direct 
effect upon the formation of the Fascist and Nazi ideologies than the 
doctrines derived from the orthodox Hegelian tradition, and hence de- 
serve our especial attention. 

In the realm of general political speculation we may say that there 
are three characteristic Hegelian doctrines which were especially im- 
portant in later philosophizing about the state. These three doctrines, 
moreover, enormously influenced many persons who disliked Hegel, and 
who resolutely rejected the orthodox Hegelian system. All three, in one 
form or another, have been Incorporated in both the Fascist and Nazi 
ideologies. The first of these doctrines is traditionalism, the belief that 
legal and political institutions must have an historical background and 
must be in accord with the specific genius or culture of the people con- 
cerned, as shown In their national tradition. The second doctrine is 
irratiofialism, the belief that political action must be based, not on reason, 
but upon feeling, instinct, intuition. The third is evolutionism, the be- 
lief that all social and political institutions, to be useful, must be the 
result of a long line of evolution or development. In later times the 
rather idealistic interpretation of evolution given by Hegel was trans- 
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formed into what is usually called Social Darwinism, the idea that the 
keynote to social and political progress is eternal conflict between groups 
and the ultimate survival of the fittest. 

It is our duty to examine each of these three main lines of thought. 
Of these the simplest and in many ways the most intelligible is that of 
traditionalism, which may be defined as respect for the past and the 
political and social traditions handed down by the past. In this connec- 
tion a sharp line of contrast must be drawn between the old traditional- 
ism and the new type. Old traditionalism was violently opposed to all 
theories of progress, or improvement, or evolution. Political life was 
pictured as in a continual state of decline and the only hope of civiliza- 
tion was to cling resolutely to the old ways and to avoid dangerous 
modernistic tendencies. Not infrequently the old traditionalists went 
even further and demanded that we discard the iniquitous changes 
which have been made in recent generations and go back to the glorious 
days of the distant past. 

In contrast with this old traditionalism was the new traditionalism of 
Hegel, the type which was to become dominant during the nineteenth 
and twentieth centuries, especially among those thinkers who leaned 
towards etatism. Hegel, as we know, believed in evolution, in per- 
petual, inevitable progress. To him, in theory at least, the present is 
better than the past, the future must be better than the present. To 
cling blindly to old outworn institutions, to wish to revive institutions 
of an earlier age when mankind was in its childhood was ridiculous — it 
was blasphemous against the Universal Spirit which is ever leading man- 
kind to higher goals. Yet with all this progressivism and evolutionism 
Hegel was profoundly conservative. He was convinced that progress in 
the present and future can only be made in dependence upon traditions 
handed down from the past. A healthy tree shows perpetual growth; 
each year it should tower higher and higher towards the sky. Yet this 
growth is only possible if the tree is well rooted in the ground, if the sap 
can rise from its roots to the new-growing twigs and branches. In like 
manner a nation can progress only if it is acutely conscious of the glori- 
ous traditions of its past, only if it follows these traditions in all essential 
respects, however much individual institutions may be changed to suit a 
new and different age. 

It was Hegel, moreover, who pointed out that there is and must be a 
close connection between traditionalism and etatism. Earlier thinkers 
had failed to see the inevitability of such a connection. Many of the 
earlier traditionalists, such as Hotman and Montesquieu, had been 
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ardent liberals. Some of the greatest etatists, on the other hand, men 
such as Bodin and Hobbes, had despised tradition and traditionalism. 
They ignored all problems of historical background and defended the 
omnipotent state and authoritarian government on the basis of pure 
abstract reason. There were some thinkers, to be sure, men such as 
De Maistre and Burke, who were both traditionalists* and etatists, but 
with such men there seemed to be no logical or necessary link between 
the two. It was Hegel who supplied this link. It was Hegel who took 
the methods of Hotman and Montesquieu and combined them with the 
conclusions of Bodin and Hobbes. This startling synthesis has had an 
immense effect upon subsequent political thought. 

The basis both of Hegel’s traditionalism and of his etatism (and the 
connecting link between the two) is the idea that the individual as an 
eternal separate entity, as an indestructible spiritual atom, does not exist. 
Man is what he is because of his membership in a community. His 
mode of life, his food, his drink, his clothing are not individual discover- 
ies or inventions, but the gifts of his spiritual mother, the community. 
His religious and philosophical ideas, even the dictates of what he calls 
his conscience, are only to a slight extent the results of his own specula- 
tions or activities; they come to him from the great whole of which he 
is only an insignificant and evanescent part. Moreover, and this is the 
important point, the community consists not only of the living but also 
of the dead. The living and the dead are inseparably linked in every 
phase of human life. We are what we are, not only because of our 
neighbors, but also because of our ancestors and our neighbors’ ancestors. 
Instead of blindly fighting for our individual rights we must accept the 
suzerainty of the community, both present and past. 

The individual, bare, naked, and unqualified by social pressure and social 
tradition, is a thing unknown to history or experience; that which we loosely 
call the individual is always and everywhere a being moulded by those around 
him and those who have gone before him, a being who may please to think 
himself independent and isolated from his fellows, but who in reality is little 
more than a puppet in their hands, a being whose conception of the world 
he sees around him, whose moral and social standards, whose belief about 
nature and the unseen powers behind nature, whose very reason, will, and 
conscience are determined almost entirely by the beliefs, customs, and 
traditions into which, with no choice of his own, he happens to be born. It is 
to society and not to the phantom which he calls his individuality that he 
owes all which is definable in his being; if all he thus owes were taken away, 
nothing tangible, certainly nothing distinctly human, would be left.^ 

Concepts such as these led Hegel to worship at the shrines both of 



MODERN ABSOLUTISM 


346 

tradition and of the state. In marked contrast with earlier periods, 
during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries nearly all the advocates 
of traditionalism believed in a strong and active state, and nearly all 
the apostles of etatism preached that man should listen to the voice 
of tradition. 

Somewhat more startling and far less logical was the alliance estab- 
lished by Hegel between traditionalism and authoritarianism. At first 
sight it might seem as if belief in tradition should go hand in hand with 
belief in democracy, for tradition is usually associated with custom, and 
custom is what the populace as a whole docs rather than the habitual 
action of a minority group within the community. It was Hegel who 
insisted that sound tradition could only grow up in a well-ordered com- 
munity, and a well-ordered community meant one which was controlled 
by its upper classes. It was Hegel who insisted that though tradition 
should be reverenced by all, the really fine things in the tradition of 
each country were the creation of a few superior minds, which were the 
special embodiments of the World Spirit. Some of these arguments 
may seem a little far-fetched, but it is a remarkable fact that during the 
nineteenth century traditionalism and authoritarianism, in the vast 
majority of cases, went hand in hand. 

JOSEPH MAZZINI 

The influence of Hegel and especially of his form of traditionalism was 
very widespread and afifected 'many persons who were directly opposed 
to orthodox Hegelianism and even to orthodox etatism. It is especially 
interesting to observe this influence upon the great Italian leader Joseph 
Mazzini (1805-1872). Hegel was the great conservative of his genera- 
tion, Mazzini the great reformer and revolutionary of his. Hegel was 
the pillar of the Prussian bureaucracy and of the Prussian throne; 
Mazzini was the great iconoclast assailing both the bureaucracies and 
the monarchies of his time. Yet this '‘symbol of revolution,” this 
“terror of principalities and powers,” was profoundly affected by the 
Hegelian political philosophy and more especially by the traditionalism 
inherent in this philosophy. Mazzini did, indeed, reject Hegel’s au- 
thoritarianism, but he accepted most of Hegel’s etatism. It was the 
task of Mazzini to show that traditionalism meant nationalism, that 
traditionalism was perfectly consistent with armed revolt against the 
powers that be when these powers were, or seemed to be, in conflict 
with the historic national ideal. 
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In his own lifetime Mazzini was known as a liberal; by many he was 
regarded as the foremost apostle of liberalism on the continent of 
Europe. It is undoubtedly true that there are many liberal elements 
in Mazzini's philosophy. Liberalism, as we know, is a combination of 
individualism and democracy. In so far as he believed in freedom of 
speech, of thought, of religious belief, Mazzini was an individualist. 
It is beyond question that Mazzini was a fervent advocate of democracy, 
assailing both aristocratic and monarchic rule. Yet there are many 
elements in Mazzini’s thought which stand in marked contrast to 
historic liberalism, elements which he took over from the German 
philosophers, especially from Hegel. It is these elements which sharply 
distinguish Mazzinian liberalism from English liberalism. It is these 
elements which permit Mussolini and the Fascists to proclaim that 
Mazzini was the great precursor of Fascism and that Fascism is only 
the logical and consistent application of the great fundamental principles 
which underlie the Mazzinian philosophy, however much Fascist doc- 
trines may disagree with the superficial aspects of Mazzini’s thought. 

In Mazziiii’s own lifetime most English liberals were utilitarians, 
followers of Bentham and James Mill. Mazzini abhorred Bentham's 
notion that “goodness” and “happiness” were synonymous, that men 
should be guided by enlightened self-interest, that the aim of govern- 
ment should be merely the greatest happiness of the greatest number. 
To Mazzini goodness was something far different from happiness — in 
fact was frequently inconsistent with happiness — and it was the duty 
of man to pursue goodness at all costs. This meant that man should 
forget all thought of happiness, all thought of enlightened self-interest, 
if self-interest meant only the pursuit of pleasure or material advantages. 
In like manner the thought that government should merely aim at the 
greatest happiness of the greate.st number was considered profoundly 
immoral. It was the duty of the government to aim at the moral as 
well as the material betterment of its subjects, and this moral better- 
ment might well make the people unhappy, at least temporarily. Each 
nation has its own special vocation, its own special mission to perform, 
and it is the duty of the government to see that this mission is duly 
carried out however much such an action interfered with the material 
pleasure of the populace. 

Mazzini was equally opposed to the old classical liberalism, the 
liberalism of Locke, of Paine, of Jefferson, the liberalism based upon 
natural rights. The liberals of this school thought that every man 
qua man had certain innate inherent rights with which no government 
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whether autocratic or democratic, should interfere. It was upon the 
basis of natural rights that these classical liberals advocated a system 
of rigid individualism, and in accordance with this individualism were 
ardent apostles of laissez faire. Mazzini had no use whatever for the 
doctrine of natural rights. In fact the very word rights irritated him. 
As opposed to natural right he preached the doctrine of natural duty. 
Each and every man is bound by duty, by duty to himself, to his neigh- 
bors, to the community in which he lives. It is true that a man's 
neighbors also have duties towards him, that the community has duties 
towards its citizens, and these duties give birth to what we call rights, 
but the whole world of politics is clouded when we think of rights instead 
of mutual duties. Any rights which a man may have are not “natural,” 
but are derived from the community, and are due him only in so far as 
he worthily fulfills his duties as a member of the community. In re- 
jecting the doctrine of natural rights, Mazzini also rejected the rigid 
individualism of the classical liberals. To him the group, the com- 
munity, the nation, are of far greater importance than the individual 
and it is the duty of the individual to subordinate himself to and even 
to sacrifice himself for the great whole of which he is a part. In re- 
jecting individualism Mazzini also rejected laissez faire. To his mind 
the state not only might but should regulate and control the activity of 
the individual in the interests of the community as a whole. 

Mazzini also broke with the liberals, both the utilitarian and the 
classical liberals, in his attitude towards internationalism or cos- 
mopolitanism. The liberals as a group were not only individualists; 
they were also cosmopolitans. They proclaimed that they were more 
interested in the rights of each and every man, whatever his nation or 
his race, and of humanity as a whole, than in the specific rights of any 
one community. The liberals were more interested in the rights of “ Man ” 
than they were in the rights of Englishmen, or Frenchmen, or Americans. 
A man was a man and should have all the rights of a man irrespective 
of whether he had a yellow or a white or a black skin, or whether he 
spoke English or Greek or Italian. A state for them was merely a 
convenient political unit; its boundaries were flexible and should be 
based largely upon geographic considerations. Within these boundaries 
all citizens should be equally free whatever their racial or linguistic 
backgrounds might happen to be. 

Mazzini’s views formed a sharp contrast to those of the liberals on 
this point. Mazzini was not so extreme an opponent of internationalism 
as was Hegel. He was willing to admit that humanity constituted a 
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single ‘‘collective being” for whose welfare every person should work, 
but with Fichte, Mazzini felt that each person could best serve mankind 
by complete and absolute devotion to the nation-state of which he 
formed a part. He was opposed to the ‘‘cold, abstract, vain cosmopoli- 
tanism and internationalism” of the other liberals. Each nation, he 
claimed, has its own special vocation, its own special mission, its own 
special duties to perform, and each citizen should first and foremost con- 
cern himself with the vocation, the mission, the duty of his own nation 
rather than bother about mankind as a whole. Mazzini felt that he 
could best serve humanity by working for the greater glory and power 
of Italy, by aiding Italy to triumph over Austria, by enabling Italy once 
more to assume the political and spiritual leadership of the world. 

One of the most important phases of Mazzini ’s political philosophy 
was his combination of pseudo-liberalism with Hegelian traditionalism 
and his ability to convert thousands of liberals to his own point of view 
in this regard. As we have already seen, there is no neccvssary opposition 
between liberalism and traditionalism. Both Hotman and Mon- 
tesquieu were devout traditionalists, yet both were supporters of liberal 
doctrines. During the eighteenth century, however, most of the classical 
apostles of liberalism were violent in their opposition to traditionalism, 
and in Mazzini’s time it was generally felt that liberalism and tradition- 
alism were mutually contradictory. Both Locke and Bentham ignored 
history and historical precedents. To them it was of no consequence 
how long political institutions had been in existence. We must, they 
argued, get down to rational first principles, and upon these principles, 
ignoring the past, erect the ideal constitution for the state. Rousseau 
and Jefferson were equally violent in their opposition to the voice of 
tradition. To Rousseau political history is largely a history of human 
abuses. ‘‘From what has been done, the jurist infers a right to do. 
The result is a theory of the state conformable with the most ardent 
wishes of tyrants.” Jefferson protested against ‘‘government by the 
dead instead of the living,” and insisted that each generation should 
frame its own form of government, rather than be guided by past prece- 
dents. 

It is not surprising that conservatives such as De Maistre, Burke, and 
Hegel, defenders of the status qiiOy protested against this irreverent 
anti-traditionalism. What is surprising is that Mazzini, the arch- 
revolutionary, the enemy of the status quo, should have insisted upon 
tradition and the need of following tradition in all social and political 
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matters. When Mazzini began his career, most of Italy was divided 
into a number of petty states. To him this was contrary to the Italian 
tradition, a tradition which declared that all Italians must be unified 
in one state (when and where came this tradition, Mazzini does not tell 
us). When Mazzini began his career, most of the Italian states were ruled 
over by hereditary monarchs. But Mazzini fought for a republic on the 
ground that republican government alone was in accord with the true 
Italian traditions. “Monarchy has no tradition. It has never been a 
source of national life." ^ Ancient Rome in the period of its glory was a 
republic. The transformation of the republic into the empire was a sign 
of degeneration, a sign that Italy was false to her national tradition. 
Hence this transformation “hastened the work of dissolution “ and 
“opened the way to the invaders of the north. “ The true Italian tradi- 
tion of the Middle Ages was represented by its republics, such as Genoa, 
Venice, Florence. The modern Italian monarchies were created by 
self-seeking blackguards supported by foreigners. As the creation of 
these monarchies went contrary to Italian tradition, they never prospered. 
In the holy name of tradition the Italians must arise, overthrow the 
existing order of things, and create a strong unified republic. 

It was because of traditionalism that Mazzini insisted that Rome be 
made the capital of the Italian state. Rome must be the capital of 
Italy, not because of its geographic advantages, but because of the great 
traditions which centered in this city. 

We look on Rome as the sanctuary of the nation, the sacred city of Italy, 
the historic center whence, by providential mission, came Italy's message 

to men. . . .* 

Rome of the Caesars gave the unity of civilization that force imposed upon 
Europe. Rome of the Popes gave a unity of civilization that authority 
imposed on a great part of the human race. Rome of the People will give . . . 
a unity of civilization accepted by the free consent of the nations for Hu- 
manity.^ 

The Rome of the future must be different from the Rome of the past, 
but its greatness will depend upon its using the traditions handed down 
from the past. “From Rome must come, must permeate humanity 
that message that two earlier worlds have baptized and consecrated." ^ 
With the German philosophers, Mazzini was convinced that the task 
of the future is not to destroy the past but to fulfill it. For the proper 
fulfillment of the past it is necessary that each people be keenly aware of 
its own national tradition. It is necessary that scholars devote much 
time to the study ol national origins, to the language and history of the 
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nation of which they are members, for only thus can a nation become 
aware of its true vocation in life, only thus can a nation unfold its true 
genius. It is this thought which gives us a clue to the nature of Maz- 
zini’s traditionalism. To De Maistre and Burke traditionalism meant 
only conservatism, the abhorrence of change and especially of revolution. 
To Mazzini traditionalism was only another word for nationalism, a 
nationalism which demanded change and even bloody revolution. For 
us it is of especial importance that the Fascists and Nazis are tradi- 
tionalists, and that their traditionalism is the traditionalism of Mazzini 
and not that of De Maistre and Burke. 

To Mazzini we are what we are because of the group, especially be- 
cause of the nation in which we live. Our acts, our thoughts, our aspira- 
tions are merely a reflection of the group or nation. Destroy the nation 
as a nation and the individual talents and capacities which constituted 
it dwindle and eventually die away. It is equally true that a nation is 
what it is because of what it has been, because of the experiences it has 
undergone, because of the store of traditions it has stored up. As a 
consequence of this belief Mazzini, for all his humanitarianism, refused 
to be an internationalist. Though he loved England and the English, 
he insisted that an Englishman because of his national background and 
national tradition was essentially a different sort of animal from a French- 
man or an Italian. In like manner each nation because of its separate 
history and traditions has a distinct and everlasting personality of its 
own, and any attempt to ignore or to merge or to subdue these separate 
national personalities would end in disaster. 

But if Mazzini was thus an ardent traditionalist, he was a traditional- 
ist of the Hegelian school, for combined with a profound reverence for 
the past was a fixed belief in eternal, unceasing, inevitable progress. 
To Mazzini, as to Hegel, there is this constant progress not only in 
material, but also in spiritual things, in morals, in politics, in religion — 
but to Mazzini, as to Hegel, this progress is possible only by building 
upon the past. Mazzini did not claim to be a metaphysician. Hence his 
phraseology differed radically from that of Hegel, the professional 
logician, but underneath the apparent differences in words there is a 
remarkable resemblance between the ideas of the two writers. Mazzini, 
in spite of his Catholic upbringing, followed Hegel in rejecting the in- 
fallibility of the church and of the Bible. He denied, though very 
guardedly, the divinity of Christ, miracles, and special revelation in the 
old sense of the word. But Mazzini, like Hegel, was a firm believer in 
the existence and omnipotence of a great World Spirit, though, unlike 
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Hegel, he preferred to give to this impersonal World Spirit the old- 
fashioned, orthodox name of God. To Mazzini, as to Hegel, God reveals 
Himself to mankind, not through special scriptures (or at least only par- 
tially so), but through history. His action is seen, not through miracles, 
but through the slow, constant development of the human race. All 
history is dominated by Divine Providence. It is because of this Divine 
Providence that man inevitably evolves or progresses — whether or 
not he wishes to do so. 

Mazzini, like Hegel, tried to evolve a new philosophy of history, based 
upon the belief that human history is not a blind series of haphazard 
and inconsequential events, but the continuous development of mankind 
under divine guidance from lower to successively higher stages according 
to a fixed pattern, a pattern invisible to the ignorant masses, invisible 
even to the average historian, but clearly to be recognized by the man 
with spiritual insight. To be sure, the divine pattern sketched by 
Mazzini differed radically from that revealed by Hegel, but in spite of 
many differences the two have certain underlying features in common. 
Both patterns were secured by twisting and turning histbrical details 
so as to make them fit into a beautiful general scheme. To Hegel the 
whole of human history was the gradual development of such a perfect 
political institution as the Prussian monarchy. To Mazzini it was the 
gradual development of such a perfect political institution as the 
Mazzini-inspired Italian Republic of the future. There is a strong 
family resemblance between the two political ideas. 

Mazzini, as we have seen, disliked the idea of rights and liked the idea 
of duty; he disliked individualism and liked what he called the principle 
of association. Such being the case, it was easy for him to devise a 
historical scheme whereby the whole of human history was shown to be 
a slow development of mankind from devotion to rights to devotion to 
duty, from adherence to individualism to adherence to associationism. 
To put it more bluntly, Mazzini saw in history only the development of 
the perfect all-powerful state, to which the individual with his plea for 
individual rights is completely subordinated — surely a point of view 
not very different from that postulated by Hegel. 

In Mazzini’s historical scheme, the whole of history is divided into 
two great periods. The first starts with the rise of the Greek republics 
(everything before that is merely prehistory) and goes down to and 
through the French Revolution. The second starts with the close of 
the French Revolution and will lead (under Mazzini’s tutelage) to the 
new reformed world of tomorrow. All through the first period man was 
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dominated in some form or other by the idea of rights, individual rights. 
By a curious perversion of history Mazzini insisted that not only Rome 
but also Greece emphasized liberty, meaning by liberty individual rights. 
“Ignorant of the unity of life . . . they focused the work of the intellect 
on the individual and saw in him only the subjective existence of the 
ego — that is, liberty.” ® As human progress continued, it was the task 
of Christianity to add the doctrine of equality to the old pagan doctrine 
of liberty. 

The Mosaic religion had already established the vital doctrine of divine 
unity. Christianity appropriated this dogma, and advancing a step further 
withdrew it from the privilege of the chosen people in order to diffuse it among 
all nations. The God of Moses was the God of Israel. The God of Chris- 
tianity was the God of men, who were necessarily brothers in Him. The 
slow abolition of slavery was a consequence of the triumph of Christianity.^ 

Even the Reformation was only a further development of the doctrines 
of liberty and equality laid down by the classical world. 

Sixteen centuries had exhausted the vigor of the Christian philosophy. 
The human s[)irit was bound to move again towards a newer and vaster 
philosophy, hence the necessity for a strong assertion of the individual and 
for that right of private judgment without which every attempt to pass the 
limits of the old beliefs would have failed. Protestantism unconsciously as- 
serted it, and that was its sole mission in the world. The sovereignty of the 
individual, arbitrarily confined within the limits of the Bible, was its last word, 
re-echoed in the arts, the economics, the politics it inaugurated.® 

Looking at history from this point of view, Mazzini came to the con- 
clusion ^that the French Revolution was only the logical carrying out of 
the old doctrines of individual liberty and equality. The French Revo- 
lution, therefore, was not the beginning of a new epoch, but the summing 
up, the conclusion, of an old one. It did not give to mankind a new 
ideal or a new formula, but transplanted to the practical political sphere 
the formulas inherited from the pagan, the Christian, and the Protestant 
worlds. 

With the end of the French Revolution, however, there was ushered 
into the world a new epoch, destined To give new formulas, new ideals 
to the world. Mazzini himself was to be regarded as the chief prophet 
of this new epoch. Eventually these new ideals would lead to a new 
and greater revolution which would bring man to the promised land, 
a goal looked for but in vain by the promoters of the French Revolution. 
The leaders of the new epoch would not entirely discard the ideals of 
the old era, liberty and equality, but these were to be transformed in 
the light of the new superior ideals of duty and association. 
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Mazzini argued that the course of events during the French Revolution 
showed conclusively the need for these new ideals. Demand for in- 
dividual rights led to confusion, to anarchy, and then from anarchy to 
despotism. As long as men struggle merely for rights (as opposed to 
duties) we shall witness, as in the past, the struggle of man with man, 
of class with class. It is only when man turns from belief in rights to 
belief in duty that cooperation can take the place of conflict, and justice 
the place of domination of one group by another. Moreover, the very 
doctrine of progress or evolution (the all-important dogma in Mazzini’s 
creed) demands that we abandon the pursuit of rights for the pursuit of 
duty. The doctrine of rights is static; the doctrine of duty is dynamic, 
progressive. The old defender of natural rights taught that these 
natural rights were always the same, at all times and at all places. An 
understanding of the doctrine of duty, on the other hand, shows that 
though man is always bound by duty, the duties of one time and place 
may be very different from those imposed in a different country and at 
a subsequent era. It may well be that in the future we may owe to the 
state certain duties of which we are at present unaware. It may well 
be that the state will owe to its citizens duties (such as the duty to see 
that each man gets an adequate wage) of which existing states are 
equally unaware. 

To Mazzini the doctrine of duty in no way interferes with the principle 
of freedom or liberty, for following the German school of philosophers 
he insisted that true freedom consists in doing or in being able to do what 
one ought to do. In fulfilling all our obligations to our fellow country- 
men and to the state, therefore, we are gaining, not losing, our freedom.® 
From this doctrine there follows the important conclusion that we 
ought to help other persons to be ‘Tree,’’ that is, to induce them to do 
the things which they ought to do, whether or not their momentary 
caprice makes them wish to do so. 

The time has come to convince ourselves that we can only rise to God 
through the souls of our fellow men, and that we ought to improve and purify 
them, even though they do not ask it of us themselves.^® 

Another important phase of Mazzini’s philosophy is the belief that 
duty is not merely obedience to the individual conscience, but is also 
and more especially obedience to the collective conscience, as voiced in 
the ideas and aspirations of the community as a whole. To most 
Protestants, and to the followers of Kant, duty meant obedience to the 
voice of the individual conscience or to the dictates of the individual 
reason. Mazzini had associated too much with the liberals for him to 
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deny completely the usefulness of individual conscience or reason. 
But after paying lip service to the old liberal individualism, “ he 
hastened to add that the individual conscience and individual reason 
by themselves form very inadequate guides for conduct. With Hegel, 
Mazzini insisted that though the blank form, the abstract idea, of duty 
may come from the individual conscience, the filling up of that form, 
the concrete application of the idea of duty, must come from the con- 
science of the whole community. 

Conscience can only teach us that the law exists, not the nature of the 
duty which it imposes. . . . The conscience of the individual speaks in accord- 
ance with his education, his tendencies, his habits, his passions. . . . Evidently 
the voice of the individual conscience is not enough in all conditions of things 
and without any other guide to reveal the law to us.^^ 

What is true of the individual conscience is also true of the individual 
reason. 

Your individual intellect will not be enough to teach you the law of God. . . . 
Your life is short, your individual faculties are weak, uncertain, and need 
support. 

Mazzini was convinced that our individual consciences and intellects 
must be supported by the group conscience and intellect. 

God has placed beside you a being whose life is continuous, whose faculties 
are the sum of the individual faculties which have been exercised for perhaps 
four hundred centuries, a being which amid the errors and faults of individuals 
ever adv^ances in wisdom and morality, a being in whose development God has 
written and writes in every epoch a line of his law. i his being is Humanity. 

From this passage it would appear that our consciences and intellects 
should seek to conform with the beliefs of humanity as a whole. As 
Mazzini developed his arguments, however, we find that our real guide 
in moral and intellectual matters is not humanity in the abstract, but 
the particular group or nation of which we happen to be members. 

Humanity is a great army moving to the conquest of unknown lands. . . . 
The Peoples (or Nations) are the different corps and divisions of that army. 
Each has a post entrusted to it, each a special mission to perform, and the 
common victory depends on the exactness with which the different operations 
are carried out. Do not disturb the order of battle.^^ 

In other words, as private soldiers fighting in the ranks we need not and 
should not concern ourselves with the general tactics for the whole army. 
Enough for us to take our commands from our divisional and regimental 
commanders. As long as we do this, our duties and obligations are ful- 
filled. 
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Considering what Mazzini has to say regarding duties versus rights, 
it is not surprising to find him preaching that in the new era, which 
dawned at the end of the French Revolution, individualism must give 
way to the principle of association. As long as we thought only in 
terms of rights, we thought only of our individual selves. Once we 
begin to think of duties, we must think of others, and of the need of co- 
operating with others. We must think of ourselves not as eternally sepa- 
rate units, but as parts of a greater whole, to the welfare of which each 
one must devote and if necessary sacrifice himself. 

We part forever from the exclusively individualist Age, and with greater 
reason from that individualism which is the materialism of that Age.^® We 
believe in association ... as the only means possessed by us to realize truth 
as the method of progress, as the only existing road to perfection. 

In accordance with this principle of association, Mazzini rejects the 
idea that government is a necessary evil and insists that it is a necessary 
good; he rejects the idea that he governs best who governs least and 
insists that we should have a strong, active government, one which seeks 
to mould and guide its citizens, not one which merely seeks to prevent 
and punish crime and disorder. He attacked what he called the Ameri- 
can political theory (really the Jeffersonian theory) which 

centers itself in the sense of liberty alone, smothers the principle of as- 
sociation under the omnipotence of the ego . . . , plants mistrust in the civil 
organization . . . , introduces materialism, individualism, egotism, and contra- 
diction through the doctrine of the atheism of the law and the sovereignty of 
rights and interests.^® 

In place of the old Jeffersonian laissez faire, Mazzini demanded “legisla- 
tion tending to advance the intellectual and economical progress of 
those classes that need it most.” 

As a result of his belief in a strong government Mazzini had little use 
for the old doctrines of check and balance and the separation of powers. 
Montesquieu in insisting upon these doctrines was “vitiated by a funda- 
mental error.” By advocating the separation of the executive, legisla- 
tive, and judicial powers, he 

destroys the conception of national Unity. The theory of rights and hence 
of acquired rights compelled Montesquieu to discover powers where they did 
not exist, and found a political tri-theism which has survived even to this 
day and impairs every conception of national organization.^® 

In the name of the great God, Association, Mazzini demanded a highly 
centralized and unified political organization. 

The doctrine of association led Mazzini, in the economic sphere, to 
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denounce not only the old liberal laissez faire, but also socialism and 
communism, and to demand an economic organization very similiar to 
that which the Fascists now call the corporative state. The old liberal 
doctrine was each one for himself and liberty for all. 

If they were right the disease of poverty would be incurable and God forbid, 
my brothers, that I should ever agree with them. . . . Under the exclusive 
regime of liberty which they preach . . . the poverty of the working classes 
remains unchanged. Freedom of competition for those who possess nothing, 
for those who are unable to save anything from their daily wages ... is a lie.^' 

But Mazzini was equally opposed to the Marxist and other forms of 
socialist doctrines which were becoming popular in his time. Laissez 
faire is bad, but communism ‘^touches the opposite extreme, denies the 
individual, denies liberty, closes the way to progress, and, so to speak, 
petrifies society.’’ Even were Communism possible (which is doubtful) 
existence in a communist state 

would be a life of beavers, not of men. The liberty, the dignity, the con- 
science of the individual would all disappear in an organization of productive 
machines. Physical life might be satisfied by it, but moral and intellectual 
life would perish and with it emulation, the choice of free association, stimulus 
to production, joys of progress and all incentives to progress. 

To Mazzini economic progress is possible only by rejecting both ex- 
treme individualism and extreme collectivism. With the Socialists he 
agreed that private property is badly constituted at the present time 
and that there is need for economic reform. With the individualists 
he insisted that the desire to own private property of some sort is one 
of “the true elements inseparable from human nature. . . . The principle 
of property is rooted in human nature itself and you find it existing and 
protected throughout the whole existence of humanity.’’ Neverthe- 
Icvss, and this is the important point, 

the methods by which property is governed are subject to change and 
destined like every other manifestation of human life to obey the law of 
progress. Those who, finding property already established in a particular 
form, declare that form to be inviolable and oppose all attempts to transform 
it, deny progress itself t . . and those who, because they find it badly consti- 
tuted at a certain epoch, declare that it must be abolished and wiped out of 
the social system deny an element of human nature, and, could they ever 
have th^ir way, they would only succeed in retarding progress by mutilating 
life.26 

In other words, Mazzini insisted that the principle of private property 
and the private ownership and operation of commerce and industry 
must be kept inviolate, but he was equally insistent that the community 
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or tlie state might regulate and control the conditions under which 
private property might be retained. Moreover, the state might and 
should radically change the present conditions of property-holding in 
accordance with the laws of economic progress with the aim of securing 
more equitable distribution of wealth. In place of the old “free” 
capitalism, he demanded state-controlled capitalism and state supervi- 
sion over all commercial and industrial undertakings. 

Equally important was the emphasis laid upon group as opposed to 
individual and state enterprises, though, of course, according to Mazzini, 
the state must reserve the right to control these group enterprises. 
Like Hegel, Mazzini was a great advocate of group or corporate action. 
The state represents, of course, the supreme group, but inside and 
subordinate to the state there should exist a large number of smaller 
groups in which the citizens might practice the principles of association. 

The state, the nation, represents the association of the citizens in those 
things and in those aims which are common to all the men who compose it. 
But there exivSt aims and ends which do not embrace all the citizens, but only 
a certain number of them. And as the aims and ends common to all con- 
stitute the nation, so the aims and ends common to some of the citizens ought 
to constitute the si)ecial association.^® 

Mazzini was hopeful that the development of a group or corporate 
life would solve the economic problem of the age. Private property 
and private enterprise were not to be abolished, but in place of the old 
cut-throat individualism he hoped to substitute group action, the volun- 
tary grouping of workers and producers into guilds, corporations, as- 
sociations. Cooperation was to take the place of relentless competition. 
With this end in view, Mazzini urged the formation of various forms of 
cooperative enterprises, farmers* cooperatives, producers’ cooperatives, 
consumers’ cooperatives. 

Association of labor, division of the profits of lal^or amongst the laborers in 
proportion to the amount and the value of the work accomplished; this is the 
social future. In this is contained the secret of your emancipation. You 
were slaves once, then serfs, then wage earners. Before long you shall be, 
if you will it, free producers and brothers in association.^^ 

The corporate state in modern Italy has departed radically from 
certain aspects of Mazzini’s doctrine of association — notably in the 
distinction between workers' associations and employers’ associations — 
but in its emphasis upon the idea that all economic enterprises should be 
carried out by state-regulated corporations, it has been profoundly in- 
fluenced by the Mazzinian ideology. 
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HEINRICH VON TREITSCHKE 

The influence of Hegelian traditionalism was enormously strengthened 
by the writings of the powerful Prussian school of historians which arose 
about the middle of the nineteenth century. In other countries his- 
torians, at least the leading historians, have been respected and popular 
members of the literary world. Their works have been read with 
interest and admiration, but very seldom have their books brought about 
a transformation in the political views of the bulk of the population in 
their respective countries. In Germany, however, many of the historians 
looked upon themselves as political prophets. They sought to make 
history, not merely to record it. They wrote of the past in order to 
influence the present and the future. 

Among these writers, Droysen, Sybel, Treitschke, members of the so- 
called Prussian school, were especially successful. Their works on 
history were looked upon as political gospels. In large measure as the 
result of their writings German public opinion came to welcome Prussian 
domination over the other German states, to welcome the creation of a 
new strong paternalistic and rnilitaristic German Empire under Prussian 
hegemony. Last but not least, they succeeded in quenching the repub- 
lican and ultra-democratic feeling which had been rampant in Germany 
during the 1830’s and 1840’s, and they popularized authoritarian govern- 
ment, control of the state by an hereditary monarch, and a strongly en- 
trenched civil and military bureaucracy. 

The creation of the new German Empire was largely the work of 
civil bureaucrats, such as Bismarck, and of military leaders, such as 
Moltke. The widespread enthusiasm for the new order of things was 
due in no small degree to the books and lectures poured forth by the 
Prussian school of historians. Of especial importance is the fact that 
the doctrines they preached have survived the empire they glorified 
and the monarchy they flattered. The German Empire as they knew 
it fell in 1918 and with it hereditary monarchy and the House of Hohen- 
zollern, but their views on the nature and the function of the state and 
the need for autocratic rule remained popular with a large section of the 
German population and aided in the subsequent development of the Nazi 
ideology. The Prussianism of Droysen, of Sybel, and of Treitschke 
has given way to the Germanism of Hitler, but there is a strong logical 
and historical link between the two systems. 

Of these three writers, Heinrich von Treitschke was by far the most 
interesting, the most eloquent, and the most influential. His life (1834- 
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1896) corresponded with some of the most stirring events in German 
history and in many of these events he was called upon to play a personal 
part. He was a personal friend of the Prussian monarch and of Bis- 
marck, the empire builder, and during every major political crisis he 
was called upon or felt himself called upon to write an essay or a mono- 
graph outlining and defending the Prussian point of view. Almost 
total deafness prevented his taking an active part in military or ad- 
ministrative life, but this deafness did not interfere with his university 
lecturing nor with the production of a flood of polemical writings. Nor, 
strangely enough, did it interfere with his serving actively for many 
years as a member of the German Reichstag or Diet. The fact that he 
could not hear the speeches of his opponents made it all the easier for 
him to expound his own views and those of Bismarck, his master. 

It is rather amusing to find that Treitschke, the great apostle of 
German nationalism, was himself of Slavic (Czechish) ancestry. It is 
equally amusing to find that Treitschke, the great apostle of the doctrine 
that Prussia must conquer and control the smaller German states, was 
himself a native of Saxony, one of these smaller states, and that he was 
the son of a general in the Saxon army who was opposed to Prussian 
domination. It is not without interest to note that for years Treitschke 
preached his gospel of Prussianism outside Prussia, while teaching in 
such non-Prussian institutions as the Universities of Leipzig, Freiburg, 
and Jena. At these universities his glorifications of Prussia, his demands 
that Prussia demolish the smaller states, including the states in which 
he taught, caused conflict with his colleagues and some of his students, 
but these lectures helped pave the way for the subsequent acceptance 
of Prussian overlordship. It was only in 1874, after the establishment 
of the German Empire (under Prussian control), that Treitschke went 
to Berlin University, where he continued until his death to serve as a 
guiding star and political oracle to German youth. 

In studying the political philosophy of Treitschke, it is necessary to 
distinguish between the ideas of Treitschke as a young man and the 
ideas of Treitschke as an old man. Throughout his life Treitschke was 
consistent in being an ardent nationalist and a devoted advocate of a 
strong unified state. But in his younger days he tried to combine his 
nationalism and etatism with certain beliefs taken from the creed of the 
liberals. In his younger days Treitschke was a nationalist without 
being an imperialist. In defending German nationalism he thought.it 
necessary to make allowances for nationalist movements elsewhere. 
Each nation should have complete control over its own political destinies. 
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Later, nationalism was combined with wholehearted support of im- 
perialism. The German people should, of course, control their own 
destinies, but in addition the Germans had a mandate to guide and 
control the destinies of other peoples, the many lesser breeds unworthy 
of self-government. 

In his younger days Treitschke demanded a strong paternalistic state, 
but he wished to retain a certain amount of liberty for the individual, 
at least in the religious and economic sphere. In his laLer days the 
state was to be all-powerful even in these fields. He became an ardent 
supporter of Bismarck’s anti-Catholic laws and of Bismarck’s attempts 
to control commerce and industry and to establish economic nationalism. 
In his younger days Treitschke tried to combine nationalism and etatism 
with democracy. His strong national state was to be democratically con- 
trolled. Though a fiery apostfe of Prussianism, he refused to enter the 
service of the Prussian state because Prussia was too much in the hands 
of the Junkers or hereditary aristocrats and because the Prussian 
monarch was not sufficiently “constitutional” in his actions. In later 
days, Treitschke glorified the Junkers and Junktertum — the guidance 
of the state by the aristocrats. He declared that the elected diet was 
the weakest part of the German Empire and insisted that the ministers 
of state must be responsible to the king-emperor and not to the popular 
assembly. 

The philosophy of the younger Treitschke was very similar to that 
of Mazzini. The philosophy of the older Treitschke was very similar to 
that of fully developed Fascism and Naziism. This fact is of great im- 
portance. There would seem to be no necessary or logical connection 
between individualism and democracy, the combination of which con- 
stitutes liberalism. In like manner there seems to be no necessary con- 
nection between etatism (belief in the supremacy the state over the 
individual) and authoritarianism (belief in . control of government 
machinery by a non-dcmocratic administrative hierarchy), the com- 
bination of which constitutes the core of Fascism and Naziism. T. H. 
Green and Mazzini advocated etatism, yet defended democracy. Paretc 
defended authoritarianism, yet disliked etatism. But such instances are 
rare. In most cases belief in etatism has led sooner or later to belief in 
authoritarianism and belief in authoritarianism has led to a belief in 
etatism. The liberal nationalism of Mazzini has led to the imperialism 
and authoritarianism of modern Italy. The liberal nationalism of the 
younger Treitschke has led, through the teachings of the later Treitschke, 
to the radical Nazi doctrines of modern Germany. It is because he 
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serves as the missing link between two seemingly antithetical worlds 
of thought that Treitschke deserves a special place in the history of 
political philosophy. 

We have called Treitschke a traditionalist and in point of fact he was 
the most eloquent exponent of traditionalism in modern times. At 
the same time it must be remembered that he was a traditionalist in the 
Hegelian and Mazzinian sense of the word. Treitschke, like Hegel and 
Mazzini, was a great believer in progress. Under God’s guiding hand 
the history of mankind is on the whole a history of the ascent from lower 
to higher stages of culture. Far from being a standpat conservative, 
Treitschke was frequently in favor of change, even of violent or revolu- 
tionary change. Respect for tradition did not prevent his wishing to 
wipe out the small states of Germany, most of which had had an inde- 
pendent or semi-independent existence for many centuries. No reform 
was too radical for Treitvschke if this reform could find a suitable place 
in his system of political thought. 

Nevertheless Treitschke insisted that political .speculation and action 
must be based upon respect for history and tradition (to his mind the 
two terms were more or less synonymous). Changes and reforms are 
not only possible, they are necessary; but these changes and reforms 
must be in accord with the lessons and traditions of the past. Treitschke 
was at times a professor of history, at other times a professor of political 
science, but to his mind the two posts were more or less identical. The 
professor of history should always apply the lessons of history to the 
present. The profe.ssor of political science must always seek a solution 
of his problems in the lessons taught by the past. For Treitschke, his 
two greatest works, German History and Politics, were only separate 
parts of one connected work. 

Hegel, the founder of modern etatism, based his science of politics 
partly upon intuition or unconscious reasoning, partly upon reflection or 
conscious reasoning, and partly upon tradition or the lessons of history. 
Treitschke was very skeptical of the value of both intuition and con- 
scious reasoning, and would rely almost entirely upon history as the 
source of valid political thought. To Hegel, when men acted “spon- 
taneously” and nations developed “organically,” they were really being 
guided by intuition or “creative unconscious reason.” Treitschke had 
little use for either spontaneous or organic developments. 

We have come to realize that whenever this unhappy word “organic” 
finds its way into politics, all thought disappears. But the cradle song of 
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indolence which has rocked the German world in comfortable slumber only 
too long can no longer delude us. Look back a hundred years at the Con- 
federations of the Netherlands and Switzerland and then look at our own 
Holy Roman Empire. These indeed were states that developv^d organically* 
until at last a foreign power trampled disdainfully on the decaying fragments 
that remained of them. We may be absolutely certain that a reforming and. 
if necessary, an energetically revolutionary will is essential to every state.^^ 

Spontaneous organic development guided by unconscious reason is 
not enough. But neither is abstract conscious reasoning, doctrinaire 
philosophizing about the ideal form of government. The attempt to 
base political science upon reasoning apart from historical experience Is 
bound to end in disaster. 

The historic sense was innate in the Greeks and what we call doctrinairism 
was unknown to them. It was for this reason that the theory of politics was 
brought by them so early to such a height.” 

The Middle Ages were barren politically because political thinking was 
based upon barren metaphysical and theological dogmas instead of 
being guided by a sense of history. The Reformation under Luther 
broke the old dogmatism, but even so, most political philosophers turned 
away from the study of historical facts and pursued rationalistic or 
philosophical phantoms, such as natural law, natural rights, the social 
contract, and tried by theorizing to evolve a perfect system of govern- 
ment. Small wonder that this theorizing led to the horrors of the 
French Revolution. Instead of philosophizing upon abstract principles 
we must devote ourselves to the study of the underlying political princi- 
ples revealed by history, especially the liistory of our own nation. 

Politics becomes applied histoiy. . . . The task of Politics is threefold. 
It must first seek to discover, through contemplation of the actual body 
politic, what is the fundamental idea of the state. It must then consider 
historically what the nations have desired in their political life, what they 
have created, what they have accomplished, and how they have accomplished 
it. This will lead on to the third object, the discovery of certain historic 
laws and the setting forth of some moral imperatives.^® 

Treitschke was a traditionalist in that he thought the truths of political 
science must be learned by a study of the past. He was also a tradi- 
tionalist in the sense that he believed that the state must be an organic 
being with its roots in the past, an organic being in which yesterday, 
today, and tomorrow are firmly linked. The state 

aims at establishing a permanent tradition throughout the Ages. A people 
does not only comprise the individuals living side by side, but also the suc- 
cessive generations of the same stock. This is one of the truths which 
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Materialists dismiss as a mystical doctrine, and yet it is an obvious truth. 
Only the continuity of human history makes man a ttoXitikov [a political 
animal]. He alone stands upon the achievements of his forebears, and 
deliberately continues their work in order to transmit it more perfect to his 

children and children’s children It is just a pla> upcn words to talk of a 

bee State. Beasts merely reproduce unconsciously what has been from all 
time, and none but human beings can possess a form of government which 
is calculated to endure. There never was a form of Constitution without a 
law of inheritance. The rational basis for this is obvious, for by far the largest 
part of a nation's wealth was not created by the contemporary generation. 
The continuous legalized intention of the past must remain a factor in the 
distribution of property amongst posterity. In a nation’s continuity with 
byegone generations lies the specific dignity of the state. It is consequently 
a contradiction to say that a distribution of property should be regulated by 
the deserts of the existing generation. Who would respect the banners of the 
State if the power of memory had fled. . . . Genuine patriotism is the con- 
sciousness of cooperating with the body-politic, of being rooted in ancestral 
achievements and of transmitting them to descendants.^^ 

Treitschke’s wholehearted acceptance of traditionalism as a political 
philosophy is obvious when we find him stating : 

There is no truth more important for the political development of a people, 
than the old one that a State is maintained by the same forces which have 
helped to build it up. This is the reason, why all healthy States have always 
had a conservative tendency. . . . We hear much of the inconstancy of the 
Athenian Democracy, but in actual fact, when a crisis arose, they reiterated 
the decree that the ancient custom and law of the State should still hold good. 
The same conservative inclination swayed the Romans, who held by their exist- 
ing institutions in doubtful cases. All great nations have this true political 
instinct, the very opposite of the shallow Radicalism which loves novelty for 
its own sake.^^ 

To some persons England and America seem characterized by a love of 
change, but in England the old laws 

stand unrepealed, merely with new clauses added to them, so that we may 
find the English Parliament appealing to precedents dating from the fifteenth 
century. The Americans display this turn of mind very strongly, their Con- 
stitution has only once been changed by a couple of paragraphs in a hundred 
years. They pay a worship to their forefathers which may be overdone, but 
which is right in the main. A people which fails in respect to an existing 
dynasty or to great inherited institutions is politically unfit. 

A casual reading of these remarks might lead one to suspect that 
Treitschke was a traditionalist like De Maistre and Burke. But whereas 
Burke and De Maistre deplored change and reform of any sort, Treitschke 
urged changes and reforms as long as they were in accord with the 
national traditions. Moreover, while Burke and De Maistre were hor- 
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rified by the thought of bloody revolution, Treitschke insisted that such 
revolutions are frequently necessary and useful if they are carried out 
with due reverence for the past. 

There is no principle in Revolution, either for good or evil . . . The constitu- 
tion of some States is so at variance with reason that their peaceful develop 
ment is impossible. . . . History affords no instance of a State which has ac- 
complished its development without revolution.^'* 

The older traditionalists made a great point of defending “legitimate” 
governments against “ illegitirnate” usurpers. The new tra^tionalists, 
Treitschke among them, thought that such distinctions are absurd. 

It is a doctrinaire interpretation to force a distinction between a legitimate 
and a revolutionary State. ... If we define a legitimate government to be one 
which has acquired its actual possessions . . . through an acknowledged title, or 
by inheritance, or by wars admittedly righteous, we ask ourselves what State 
in Europe to-day deserves the name. It would be mockery to bestow it upon 
France; the English succession rests upon a violent revolution. . . . Belgium’s 
whole existence is due to the same cause; ... and in Germany the glorious 
Prussian State must thank the [violent] secularization of the lands held by 
the Orders for its very being. ... A lawful development is the normal, but to 
every state without exception moments arrive when it can go no further upon 
peaceful lines, and war without or revolution within becomes inevitable.*® 

The relation between Treitschke’s views on the subject and those of 
the Fascists and Nazis are very dose. Both the Fascist and the Nazi 
states are revolutionary or semi-revolutionary in origin. Both con- 
stantly use revolutionary methods — yet both insist upon a blind 
reverence for tradition. 

Traditionalism led Treitschke, as it led Mazzini, to become an ardent 
exponent of nationalism as the supreme governing principle in politics, 
for it is the unity of tradition which makes a nation out of a miscellaneous 
collection of individuals. A nation without a niUional tradition is not 
a true nation, and tradition which is not embodied in a national spirit 
is powerless and ineffective. Treitschke was convinced thet tradi- 
tionalism transformed into nationalism is the basis of all great and 
noble action. 

It is of the essence of political genius to be national. . . . The truly great 
maker of history always stands on a national basis. This applies equally to 
men of letters. He only is a great writer who so writes that all his country- 
men respond, “Thus it must be. Thus we all feel,” — who is in fact a micro- 
cosm of his nation.*® 

As an historian Treitschke was aware that the terms nation and state 
do not always correspond. There are some nations which have never 
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achieved independent statehood. There are, on the other hand, many 
states consisting; not of one but of several nationalities. In Treitschke’s 
own lifetime the Turkish and Austro-Hungarian Kmpires were classic 
examples of multi-national states. But Trcitschke pointed out the 
inherent weaknesses of such states. Because of the absence of unitary 
national tradition behind such states, they were unable to pursue a 
strong effective policy in either domestic or foreign concerns. More- 
over, in such countries economic, literary, and artistic culture tends to 
stagnate. For political, social, and economic progress to take place it 
is essential that the state have as its core a single strong nation proud 
of itself and proud of its glorious past. 

We may say with certainty that the evolution of the [true] State is broadly 
speaking nothing but the necessary outward form which the inner life of a 
people bestows upon itself, and that peoples attain to that form of government 
which their moral capacity enables them to reach. 

Looked at in this light, national traditions as unfolded in the life of the 
state must be regarded as '‘the objectively revealed will of God.''^ 
Treitschke was scornful of the view that nationalism is only a passing 
phase and will sooner or later be replaced by cosmopolitanism. 

The notion that a universally extended culture will finally replace national 
customs for all mankind and turn the world into a cosmopolitan primitive 
hash has become a common place. Yet the same law holds good with nations 
as with individuals — that their differences appear less in childhood than in 
riper years. If a nation has the power to preserve itself and its nationality 
through the merciless race struggle of history then every progress in civiliza- 
tion will only develop more strikingly its deeper national peculiarities. We 
Germans acquiesce in Paris fashions, we are bound to neighborly nations by 
a thousand interests. Yet our feelings and ideas are undoubtedly at the 
present day more independent of the intellectual world of the French and the 
British than they were seven hundred years ago when the peasant all over 
Europe lived in bondage to primitive customs, when the priesthood in all 
countries drew its knowledge from the same source.*® 

Treitschke, like Mazzini, was always able to twist the doctrines of 
nationalism in such a way that they served the cause for which he was 
arguing at the moment. As a practical politician Treitschke thought 
that it was unwise to advocate the forcible annexation of Holland and 
German Switzerland, although the Dutch and the German Swiss spoke 
Germanic languages and hence theoretically belonged to the German 
nation. Because of practical considerations he argued that these peoples 
had best be left outside the German Empire. At the same time he spoke 
passionately in favor of the annexation of the provinces of Alsace and 
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Lorraine on the ground that the inhabitants of these regions rightfully 
belonged to the German nation even though they were bitterly anti* 
German in their personal sentiments. 

These provinces are ours by the right of the sword and we will rule them in 
virtue of the right of the German nation to prevent the permanent estrange- 
ment from the German Empire of her lost children. We Germans who know 
both Germany and France know better what is good for the Alsatians than 
they do themselves, who in the perverse conditions of a French life have been 
denied any true knowledge of modern Germany. We desire, even against 

their will to restore them to themselves The spirit of a nation embraces 

successive as well as contemporary generations. Against the misguided 
wills of those who are living now we invoke the wills of those who lived before 
them. . . . Before the nineteenth century is ended the world will recognize . . . 
that in disregarding the wills of the Alsatians today we are only fulfilling an 
injunction imposed by our national honor.'*® 

Treitschke’s treatment of the Alsatian problem is not out of keeping 
with the spirit of Mazzini, but in one or two evsscntial elements Trcitschke 
did depart radically from Mazzinian ideology. According to Mazzini 
each nation has its owil separate and special mission, but each nation 
is equal in the sight of God, and each nation has the right to work out 
its own destiny, unhampered by other nations. To Trcitschke such 
thoughts were anathema. In the Mazzinian philosophy if, say, the 
German Empire possesses a region inhabited chielly by non-Germans, 
such as the Poles, it is the duty of the Germans to permit such persons 
to secede from the empire and form a state of Lheir own. Trcitschke 
was vigorously opposed to this notion. He admitted that the existence 
of a strong Polish minority was a weakness to the German state, but 
his solution of this problem was forcibly to Germanize the Poles, an- 
nihilating all traces of the Polish language and all traces of the old 
Polish tradition. After all, nationality is not the same thing as race. 
In Eastern Germany a large section of the population is really of Slavic 
origin and has only slowly been Germanized through the centuries. 
Such persons are now good sound Germans, worthy members of the 
German nation. What has been done slowly and unconsciously may 
be done quickly and by force. Let us rigidly, ruthlessly, relentlessly 
Germanize the Polish and other minorities in order that the German 
nation and thereby the German state may increase in splendor and in 
strength. 

To Trcitschke the doctrine that all nations are equal was sheer moon- 
shine. Inequality is the law of the universe. Just as individuals are 
unequal, so are nations unequal. Some are strong, others weak; some 
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superior, others inferior; some worthy to survive and to dominate othei 
nations, others rightly destined to subjection or to extinction. Needless 
to say, Treitschke is thoroughly convinced that the Germans as a nation 
are far superior to all the other peoples of Europe. His books are full 
of examples of phrases in which he pours scorn upon the English, the 
French, the Italians, and the other “lesser nationalities’’ and lauds 
the Germans. 

The Germans are declared to be a profound, the English a shallow 
people. We hear of “the want of chivalry in the English character 
which strikes the simple fidelity of the German nature so forcibly.’’ 
The Germans are declared to be “more reasonable and more free” in 
character than the French.**^ Speaking of the Latin peoples as a whole 
(in contrast to the Germanic peoples), he says, “ the Latin has no feeling 
for the beauty of a forest; while he takes his repose in it, he lies on his 
stomach, while we rest on our backs.’’ The Americans are charac- 
terized by “an energetic materialism on economic lines combined with 
an indifference to the intangible possessions of intellectual life.’’ ^ The 
Russians are little' more than barbarians masquerading as civilized 
persons as opposed to the Germans who are naturally cultured. In 
justice to Treitschke it should be added that in glorifying the Germans 
and the German national character at the expense of other peoples, he 
was only following the example set by a large number of other German 
historians. Among the works of most of the German historical writers 
one finds almost universal use of such terms as “German love of free- 
dom,” “German loyalty,” “German profundity,” and “German thor- 
oughness,” and disparaging remarks about surrounding peoples. 

In view of this attitude it is not surprising that in Treitschke’s hands 
the liberal nationalism of Mazzini is gradually transformed into na- 
tional imperialism. If the Germans are such a manifestly superior 
people, surely it is only right and fair that such a people be permitted 
to extend their domination over other persons. We are assured that 
“no people was ever more justly annihilated than the Poles.” 

The civilizing of a barbarian people is the best achievement. The alterna- 
tives before it are extirpation or absorption into the conquering race. The 
Germans let the primitive Prussian tribes decide whether they should be 
put to the sword or thoroughly Germanized. Cruel as these processes of 
transformation may be, they are a blessing for humanity. It makes for 
health that the nobler race should absorb the inferior stock.'*® 

In the Middle Ages the Germans performed a great cultural benefit by 
conquering the Baltic provinces (the sometime republics of Latvia and 
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Estonia) and bringing German culture to this area. Unfortunately 

in these two countries the Teutonic immigrants only formed as it were a 
thin crust over the mass of the population, who remained un-Germanized. 
The nobility and the upper classes were German, and assumed dominion over 
a people who were not. But since every nation is rejuvenated from below, 
it is the peasant population which decides nationality. . . . There was no 
other course open to us but to keep the subject race in as uncivilized a condi- 
tion as pOvSsible and thus prevent them from becoming a danger to the handful 
of their conquerors. 

Treitschke insisted that the German nation was the greatest of the 
European nations. He also insisted that all of the European nations 
taken together were immeasurably superior to the nations which have 
arisen among the black and yellow races. The yellow races possess 
neither aristocratic nor political aptitude. It is obviously the function 
of the Negroes to serve as the servants of the more privileged groups.^® 
As a result of these facts, it is not only the right, it is the duty of the 
white nations to invade and dominate the areas inhabited by these 
inferior stocks. 

A nation shows the courage of its faith in God when it seeks to capture 
new areas of production wherewith to nourish its increasing numbers.'*® 
Upon the whole the white races have a great faculty for overcoming climatic 
conditions; this is the physical foundation for the call of the European 
nations to dominate the whole world as one great aristocracy.^® All great 
nations in the fullness of their strength have desired to set their mark upon 
barbarian lands. . . . Those who take no share in this great rivalry will play a 
pitiable part in time to come.^* 

Though Treitschke was the ardent advocate of nationalism, or at 
least of imperialistic nationalism, he differed radically from some of his 
fellow nationalists in refusing to admit the complete identity of the terms 
nation and state. As we have seen, many states arose and persisted for 
centuries which had no national basis. On the other hand, many na- 
tions have existed and still exist without political or state organization. 
The Welsh, for example, constitute a well-defined nation, with a national 
language, a national tradition and culture, and yet for centuries Wales 
has formed part of the completely alien English state, nor is there 
among the Welsh people any widespread desire for the establishment of 
Wales as an independent political unit. It is doubtless true that natu- 
rally and normally a nation wishes to evolve for itself a state in which it 
can find adequate self-expression. It is equally true that a state needs 
to be connected with a nation and a national tradition for it to be com- 
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pletely successful — but history shows us that nation and state are 
separate terms and must be studied separately. 

The state, Treitschke tells us, is '‘the people legally united as an 
independent entity," while a nation may exist without independence 
or legal union. The state is not merely the totality of the people or a 
concrete embodiment of the national mind as the orthodox Hegelians 
would have us believe, it is "the public /orre for offense and defense. 
It is above all Power which makes its will to prevail." The doctrine 
that the essence of the state is force or power is the key to the Treitsch- 
kean theory of the state. The liberals taught that the state must 
be based upon the consent of the governed. Even the state-worshiping 
Hegelians declared the state to be based, not upon force, but upon 
reason (conscious and unconscious). To Treitschke, however, such 
notions were ridiculous. To him the state 

does not ask primarily for opinion, but demands obedience, and its laws 
must be obeyed, whether willingly or no. A step forward has been taken when 
the mute obedience of the citizens is transformed ;nto a rational inward assent, 
but it can not be said that this is absolutely nec/essary. Powerful, highly de- 
veloped Empires have stood for centuries without its aid. Submission is 
what the State primarily requires; it insists upon acquiescence, its very essence 
is the accomplishment of its will.^* 

Treitschke completely rejected the old liberal notion of a prepolitical 
state of nature and the doctrine that the state originated with a voluntary 
contract among its members. 

The State is primordial and necessary, ... it is as enduring as history and 
no less essential to mankind than speech Creative political genius is in- 

herent in [man] and . . . the vSlate, like him, subsists from the beginning. T\w 
attempt to present it as something artificial, following upon a natural condi- 
tion, has fallen completely into discredit. . . . We can imagine humanity 
without a number of important attributes; but humanity without government 
is simply unthinkable. . . . Man is driven by -his political instinct to construct a 
constitution as inevitably as he constructs a language. 

This natural necessity of a constituted order is further displayed by the 
fact that the political institutions of a people, broadly speaking, appear to be 
external forms which are the inevitable outcome of its inner life. Just as its 
language is not the product of caprice but the immediate expression of its 
most deep-rooted attitude towards the world, so also the political institutions 
regarded as a whole, and the whole spirit of its jurisprudence, are the symbols 
of its political genius. . . .“ 

So far this doctrine smacks very strongly of Hegelianism, but Treitschke 
distinguished his theory from the Hegelian position by adding that the 
evolution of a state, unlike the evolution of a language, cannot be entireh' 
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spontaneous, unconscious, organic. The evolution of the state must be 
the result of the conscious creative compelling will of the rulers, im- 
posing many conditions not desired nor even liked by the bulk of the 
population. 

We must guard against the abuse of this parallel between speech-construc- 
tion and State-construction. The great historical jurists have often erred 
in this respect. They have too often failed to see that the conscious will 
cooperates in the building up of a State in far greater measure than in thp 
formation of a language.®^ 

This creative will which moulds the state is best expressed in men of 
action. The real creators of the German Empire were not thinkers and 
dreamers, such as Fichte and Hegel, but men of deeds like the Emperor 
William and Bismarck.^® T!iis leads us to Treitschke's final conclusion. 
The state is born in a community whenever a group or an individual 
has achieved sovereignty by imposing its will upon the whole body.^"* 
But whereas the state is thus seen to rest upon force, it does not mean 
that it is a necessary evil. Far from it. The state must be regarded 
as a necessary good. "‘We have to deal with it as a lofty necessity of 
nature.” Treitschke agrees with Aristotle, “The State arose to make 
life possible. It endured to make good life possible.” Some persons, 
such as T. H. Green and Paine, glorified society at the expense of the 
state, and claimed that it is society and not the state which is the 
supreme good. To Treitschke this idea was absurd. Anyone can see 
for himself that society, unlike the state, is intangible. We know that 
the state is a unit and not a mere mythical personality. . Society has no 
single will and we have no duties to fulfill towards it. “Society is 
composed of all manner of warring interests, which, if left to themselves, 
would soon lead to a helium omnium contra onuies, for its natural tend- 
ency is towards conflict, and no suggestion of any asoiration after unity 
is to be found in it.” The state, on the other hand, 

is the legal unity which counterbalances this multiplicity of interests, and 
it is only playing with words to speak of political and social science as two 
separate things. Law and peace and order can not spring from the manifold 
and eternally clashing interests of society, but from the power which stands 
above it, armed with the strength to restrain its wild passions. . . . The State 
it is which brings justice and mercy into this struggling world. ^ 

If, as Treitschke insists, the essence of the state is force or power, it 
follows that the stronger and more powerful the actual state, the more 
closely it approximates the ideal state. “The State would no longer be 
what it has been and is, did it not stand visibly girt about with armed 
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might.” ^ “The State cannot legitimately tolerate any power above its 
own/* ^ From this it follows that a state cannot subject itself to a higher 
power, such as a universal church, or a league of nations, and remain a 
true state. Moreover, the state cannot be bound by the dictates of ordi- 
nary abstract, pseudo-universal morality. The Hegelians, it will be re- 
membered, claimed that the whole moral code was created by the state, 
and hence applied within the state, but not to the state itself, especially 
in its dealings with other states, which had and must have different 
moral codes. The Lutheran conscience of Treitschke would not allow 
him to go quite this far. He continued to pay lip service to the uni- 
versal ethic laid down by Christianity. But in practice his ideas on 
national morals were very nearly the same as Hegel’s. The state, to 
Treitschke, is not entirely devoid of moral obligation, but it must not 
be judged by the same standards as private individuals. As 

its very personality is power, we see its highest moral duty is to uphold 
that power. The individual must sacrifice himself for the community of which 
he is a member, but the State is the highest community existing in exterior 
human life, and therefore the duty of sclf-effacemcnt can not apply to it. . . . 
The injunction to assert itself remains always absolute. Weakness must al- 
ways be condemned as the most disastrous and despicable of crimes, the un- 
forgivable sin of politics.^® 

Treitschke was adamant in insisting that the private citizen has no 
right to resist the will of the state on the ground that such resistance is 
based upon the voice of conscience or obedience to a higher law with 
greater claims than the dictates of the state. 

The pure individualism of the Natural Law teaching came to the prepos- 
terous conclusion that the citizen has the right to desert the State if it declares 
a war which he holds to be unjust. But since his first duly is obedience such 
unfettered power cannot be granted to his individual conscience. For me 
the upholding of the mother country is a moral duty. The machinery of 
the political world would cease to revolve if every man made bold to say 
“the State should not; therefore I will not.” . . . The individual should feel 
himself a member of his State, and as such have the courage to take its errors 
upon him.®^ 

Even in religious matters personal beliefs should bow before the will of 
the state. There was a “ tragic guilt” about the French Huguenots who 
left their fatherland rather than change their theology. 

Considering the cavalier way in which Treitschke treats the dictates 
of abstract super-national morality, we need not be surprised at his 
views regarding international law. The idea that intercourse between 
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nations should be regulated by an abstract, unchanging universal law, 
a law discoverable by reason, is rejected with scorn. 

Here we find the State regarded as if it were a good little boy, who should 
be washed, and brushed, and sent to school, who should have his ears pulled 
to keep him obedient. . . . Our doctrinaire professors of international law 
think that they have only to formulate a few axioms, and the nations, as 
reasonable beings, will be bound to agree to them; it is again and again for- 
gotten that stupidity and passion have been among the great powers in history. 
. . . There can never be an international law which will impose itself on the 
Great Powers as a practical restraint, by the mere fact of its theoretic scien- 
tific existence.®* 

Nevertheless Treitschke does not completely reject international law. 
He holds it to be a useful body of ideas and practices which the great 
powers have developed in order to aid themselves in their contacts with 
one another. It must be based upon 

a mutual recognition of personal advantage. Every State will realize that 
it is an integral part of the community of other States in which it finds itself 
placed, and that it must live with them on some kind of terms, bad or good 
as the case may be. These reflections will arise from very real considerations 
of reciprocity, and not from love to mankind.®® .\ State which went upon 
the principle of despising faith and morality would be constantly threat- 
ened by enemies and would consequently be unable to fulfill its purpose of 
being physical power. 

As nations frequently engage in war with one another, they find it to 
their mutual advantage to lay down certain general conditions under 
which warfare shall be waged. To this extent and to this extent only, 
the dictates of international law should be considered sacred. 

Treitschke was sharply critical of the older forms of international law 
on the ground that these forms were evolved by small rather than by 
great nations. 

Countries like Pelgium and Holland, which, to the great detriment of that 
science, have unfortunately so long been the home of international jurispru- 
dence, adopted a sentimental view of it, because they lived in constant fear of 
aggression. In the name of humanity, demands were made upon the victor 
which were unnatural, and unreasonable, and irreconcilable with the power of 
the State. 

The theory of international law must be rooted in practice, the actual 
conduct of nations in their relations with one another. Now the actual 
conduct of European affairs is really regulated by the great and not by 
the small powers. Consequently the development of international 
affairs should rest with these powers. In point of fact, true international 
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law is the line of conduct which the great powers have come to regard 
as to their mutual advantage. 

Because of this attitude towards international law, it is not surprising 
to find that Treitschke was lenient in such matters as the violations of 
treaties. States find it convenient to sign treaties with one another. 
Each state in making a treaty limits its powers in certain directions for 
its own sake, but such limitations are not absolute. They are but 
voluntary self-restrictions. Moreover, all such treaties must be re- 
garded as temporary self-limitations. 

All treaties are concluded on the tacit understanding rebus sic Uantihus 
[conditions being as they are]. No State ever has, or ever will, exist which is 
willing to hold to all eternity to the agreements it signs. No State will ever 
be in a position to pledge its whole hereafter to a treaty, which cannot fail 
to be a limitation of its sovereignty; it always intends that the contract shall 
eventually be annulled, and shall only apply so long as the present circum- 
stances are not totally altered. 

Should circumstances change, each nation has a right to change treaties 
made in earlier times. Moreover, each nation reserves to itself the right 
to judge whether these circumstances have or have not changed. 

Every State reserves to itself the right to judge of its own treaties.^'’ 
Hence, it follows that the establishment of a permanent international Arbi- 
tration Court is incompatible with the nature of the State. . . . ^^ 

Treitschke also held very lax views on the conduct of war. Inter- 
national law should try to ameliorate war conditions, but after all war 
is war. 

It is, therefore, perfectly equitable to wage war in the most effective manner 
possible, so that the goal of peace may be reached as quickly as may be. For 
this reason the blow must be aimed at the enemy’s heart, and the use of the 
most formidable weapons is absolutely justifiable. . . . Philanthropists may 
declaim as much as they like against explosive shells fired into powder maga- 
zines of wooden battle ships, but still facts remain unchanged. ... It is per- 
missible to take advantage of all the enemy’s weak points, and a Slate may 
turn treason and mutiny within its enemy’s borders to serve its own ends. . . . 
It is equally impossible to deny to a belligerent Stale the right of employing 
all its troops in the field, whether they be savages or civilized men. ... It is 
mere mockery to apply these [ordinary] principles of warfare in wars against 
savages. A negro tribe must be punished by the burning of their villages, 
for it is the only kind of example which will avail. If the German Empire 
has abandoned this principle today it has done so out of disgraceful weak- 
ness 

As the essence of the state is power, Treitschke had little use for the 
small state. Small states are powerless, hence unworthy imitations of 
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the true state. Moreover, only in large states “can that truly national 
pride arise which is a sign of the moral stamina of a people." It is the 
duty of small states to seek to become greater and bigger. Not only the 
size but also the shape of the state must be taken into consideration. 

If it docs not make a compact whole the State must try to round it off morr 
conveniently. This, however, applies only to great States who are keenly 
conscious of themselves, and take pride in the belief in their great future 
They can not allow raggedness in their territory. 

But though Treitschke arlvocated great as opposed to small states, 
he rejected any notion of a world-state, or even such an idea as an inclu- 
sive league of nations. 

The idea of one universal empire is odious — the ideal of a State co- 
extensive with humanity is no ideal at all. . . . All nations, like all individuals, 
have their limitations, but it is exactly in the abundance of these limited 
qualities that the genius of humanity is exhibited. The rays of the Divine 
light are manifested, broken by countless facets among the separate peoples, 
each one exhibiting another picture and another side of the whole. . . . The 
grandeur of history lies in the perpetual conflict of nations, and it is simply 
foolish to desire the suj>f)rcssion of their rivalry. . . . [Many] examples show 
clearly that there is no prospect of a settlement of international contradic- 
tions.’^ 

Not only did Trcitschkc reject the ideas of a league of nations, of a 
world court, and the arbitration of international disputes, he also 
argued that frequent wars between nations were good and salutary. 

Without war no State could be. All those we know of arose through war, 
and the protection of their members by armed force remains their primary 
and e.ssential task. War, therefore, will endure to the end of history. . . . The 
laws of human thought and of human nature forbid any alternacive, neither 
is one to be wished for. The blind worshipper of an eternal peace falls into 
the error of isolating the State, or dreams of one which is universal, which w'e 
have seen to be at variance with reason. . . . The great strides which civilization 
makes against barbarism and unreason are only made actual by the sword. . . . 
Most undoubtedly w^ar is the one remedy for an ailing nation. Social selfish- 
ness and party hatreds must be dumb before the call of the State when its 
existence is at stake. . . . The grandeur of war lies in the utter annihilation of 
puny man in the great conception of the State, and it brings out the full 
magnificence of the sacrifice of fellow-countrymen for one another. In war 
the chaff is winnowed from the wheat. . . . The historian who moves in the 
world of the real Will sees at once that the demand for eternal peace is purely 
reactionary. He sees that all movement and all growth would disappear with 
war and that only the exhausted, spiritless, degenerate periods have toyed 
with the idea. . . . God above us will see to it that war shall return again and 
again, a terrible medicine for mankind diseased.’® 
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'I'he theory that the state is power led Treitschke to radical na- 
tionalism and chauvinism in the realm of international affairs. The 
same doctrine led him to thoroughgoing etatism in domestic affairs. 
Within its own borders the state was to have absolute and unquestioned 
supremacy over its individual citizens. The state was not to be the 
means to an end, but an end in itself, or, as Treitschke put it, the state 
“must seek its own goal within itself,'' and again: 

No individual has the right to regard the State as a servant of his own aims, 
but is bound by moral duty and physical necessity to subordinate himself to 
it.*® Forgetting himself, the individual must only remember that he is a part 
of the whole and realize the unimportance of his own life compared with the 
common weal.*^ 

To the old liberals the state was merely a convenient organ es- 
tablished by its citizens to protect their own life and property. To 
Treitschke such a view was ridiculous. “If we simply look upon the 
State as intended to secure life and property, how comes it that the 
individual will also sacrifice life and property to the State?’’ If 
nations went to war only to protect the life and property of their mem- 
bers, it would be possible to defend the old liberal concept, but such 
is not the case. 

It is a false conclusion that wars are waged for the sake of material ad- 
vantage. Modern wars are not fought for the sake of booty. Here the high 
moral ideal of national honour is a factor handed down from one generation 
to another enshrining something positively sacred, and compelling the indi- 
vidual to sacrifice himself to it.** 

The true purpose of the state is far different from that talked about by 
the liberals. 

The State is a moral community called to positive labours for the improve- 
ment of the human race, and its ultimate aim is to build up real national 
character through and within itself. . . . We may, then, shortly call the State 
the instrument of civilization, and demand of it positive labour for the eco- 
nomic and intellectual welfare of its members.*^ 

The functions of the state, the amount of control it exercises over its 
citizens, vary from place to place and from time to time. We can 
indeed “fix the theoretic minimum for its activity and decide what 
functions it must at the least fulfill before it can be given the name of 
State.” This absolute minimum “includes maintaining power with- 
out and law within, [hence] its primary obligations must be the care 
of its army and its jurisprudence.” This further implies the existence 
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of some fiscal system in order to provide for the upkeep of its military 
and juridical staff. 

But though we can thus outline the minimum functions of the state, 
we cannot hope to give a definition of the maximum number of functions 
it can be called upon to fulfill. 

Theoretically no limit can be set to the functions of the State History 

shows us how the sphere of the State’s activity increases with the growth of 
culture. ... In Homeric times the prince was content with pronouncing judg- 
ment and when necessary, conducting war. Even in the Middle Ages an 
administration was still non-existent and the State concerned itself wiih 
the most elementary necessities. Not until the splendour of the Holy Roman 
Empire was in German hands did German kingship begin its fuller, richer 
expansion. Then the growth of the cities forced the State to adopt new aims 
and wider activities. Experience teaches that the State is better fitted than 
any other corporate body to take charge of the well-being and civilizing of 
the people. Briefly put, what was the great result of the Reformation? 
The secularization of great portions of the common life of men. When the 
State secularized the larger portion of the Church’s lands it also took over its 
accompanying public duties, and when we reckon how much the State has 
accomplished for the people’s culture since the Reformation, we lecognize 
that these duties fall within its natural sphere. 

When Treitschke demanded of the modern civilized state “positive 
labor for the economic and intellectual welfare of its members,” he 
necessarily implied that the state must regulate most of the economic 
and intellectual activity which goes on within its borders. Treitschke 
was far from being a socialist, but he did believu that there are many 
phases of economic enterprise which can best be directly owned and 
operated by the state. He defended the system of crown lands, under 
which the king or the government directly owns a considerable portion 
of the agricultural land within the country.®^ He thought it advisable 
that the state should own and operate the greater part of the forested 
area within its boundaries. “Forest land is intended by nature for 
extensive cultivation, therefore the management on a large scale by the 
State in forestry is necessary and usual.” There are in addition many 
trades “which belie the doctrine formerly laid down by the Manchester 
school of the State's incapacity to conduct business of any kind.” 
Not only should the postal service be run by the government, but the 
telegraph and railroad system might well be taken over by the state. 

In opposition to the socialists, Treitschke insisted that the bulk of 
agriculture, commerce, and industry had best be left in private hands. 
But even here the state was to have its full measure of regulation and 
control. Actual creative work in these fields can well be relegated to 
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private enterprise, but ''the State can do great things in protecting, 
guiding, and opening new fields for economics.” With Mazzini, 
Treitschke held that private property in some form or another is an 
indispensable phase of human society, but with Mazzini he also held 
that the conditions under which property is owned, the obligations which 
property-owners owed the community, varied from generation to genera- 
tion, and' should be regulated by the state to suit existing conditions. 
Property 

has no absolutely invariable form; in the last resort the State must be the 
judge of the conditions under which it will best express the legal instinct and 
satisfy the economic requirements of the nation. 

In like manner “every constituted State must have some voice in the 
organization of industry and will impose certain conditions.” Nor- 
mally business enterprise can best be controlled by economic or non- 
political laws, such as the law of supply and demand, but this no longer 
holds true “when whole classes of the population are suffering from the 
effect” of such laws. Treitschke was violently opposed to equalitar- 
ianism in the economic sphere, the belief that the distribution of wealth 
or of goods should be the same for all persons. He believed that there 
always would be and always should be the rich, the moderately wealthy, 
and the poor in every community. Nevertheless the state “must take 
care that the gulf between the heights and the depths of society does 
not become dangerously great, and that the lower classes are not ex- 
ploited for the benefit of those above them.” In case the strong gain 
undue advantage over the weak, the state is 

compelled to readjust unfair divisions of property. This interference on 
the part of the State is perfectly justifiable, for all private rights of ownership 
are subject to it. . . . Moreover, the historian cannot conceal from himself that ^ 
certain gigantic upheavals of property have been wholly beneficial to mankind. 
Who is there to-day who would condemn the secularization [i.e. confiscation) 
of the Church's goods in the sixteenth century. . . . The public good may re- 
quire that the procedure which was possible and necessary in the case of the 
Church should be equally applied to the private ownership of land and cap- 
ital.®^ It is very possible that the State may some day be obliged to step 
in to prevent such unnatural accumulations of capital,^® 

In view of this attitude towards economic problems, we are not sur- 
prised that Treitschke thought that certain enterprises, such as stock 
markets, should be subject to rigid government control. “We may lay 
down as a principle for reform that the Stock Exchanges must be organ- 
ized into corporations under the control of an official of the state and 
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must conform to stern fixed rules.” Nor is it surprising that Treitschke 
was a warm defender of Bismarck’s attempts at social legislation. 

Bismarck, with his usual astuteness, saw that the weak spot in the existence 
of the modern working man was the insecurity of his means of livelihood. 
He took the first step towards remedying it and providing a possibility of 
sound social development for the working classes when he instituted the 
system of health-insurance.®^ 

I'he State must see that work is forthcoming for those who are honestly 
seeking it, and must also care for the physically unfit in some way or an- 
other.®® 

Treitschke refused to follow Fichte in advocating complete economic 
nationalism, but he did claim that a state “can do an immense amount 
for its own internal economy by means of a commercial policy which 
protects the nation as a whole against the foreigner.” In other words, 
he advocated a system of high tariffs, not for revenue only but designed 
to create and preserve national industries against foreign competition. 

To-day we have cast aside as a prejudice that axiom which declares the 
protective Tariff only necessary for the defense of young nations. As a matter 
of fact it is far more needful for the long-established industries. The history 
of Italy under the republic and empire of Rome affords us a terrible warning 
of its necessity. If protection against the import of corn from Asia and 
Africa had been introduced at the right time the old Italian agricultural 
class would not have perished, and social conditions would have remained 
healthy. Instead of this Roman merchants were suffered to buy the cheap 
African grain, thus bringing distress upon (he peasants of Italy and causing 
the incredible state of affairs which made a desert of the Carnpagna, the very 
heart of the country, and encircling the capital city of the world. 

Trcitschke’s demand that the state “labor for the intellectual welfare 
of its members’’ led to some rather far-reaching results. It was the duty 
of the state consciously and actively to foster and guide the arts, such as 
painting, music, and literature. 

It savors of barbarism to regard the State’s fostering of art as a luxury 
The State is there to set before art its great work for the nation’s monuments.^ 
We must maintain that a State which fails to regard the encouragement 
of art as one of its essential duties has no claim to be called civilized. 

State guidance in such matters was to be carried out by state art insti- 
tutes and museums, state theaters and operas, state academies of 
letters and fine arts. It must be admitted that Treitschke wished to 
preserve a certain amount of liberty in the artistic world. “The State 
may not meddle with the inner life of art, which has an existence of its 
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own.” Treitschke, after all, did not advance to the position of the 
Nazis in this respect. 

The state's control over the intellectual activity of its citizens was 
to be insured by the system of universal compulsory education and 
state-owned and operated schools and universities. Treitschke objected 
to the system of private or denominational schools. To his mind state 
schools were to be the only educational institutions permitted and all 
teachers and professors were to be appointed and dismissed by the 
government. Treitschke retained too much of the Liberal traditions 
of his youth to wish to suppress freedom of speech and freedom of the 
press in its entirety, but as he grew older he had less and less use for 
these hallowed doctrines. 

It is not to be denied that freedom of the press has not brought the blessings 
in its train which enthusiasts once looked for.^®^ Kvery man may speak the 
truth, and the State must not prevent him, but Truth is a subjective concep- 
tion, and the right to declare it openly is accompanied by the no less binding 
duty to refrain from doing public harm by the spoken word. The right to 
strengthen the spoken word a thousandfold through print by no means fol- 
lows from the right to .speak the truth; nor is the right of absolute freedom for 
the press a necessary conseciuencc. . . 

Treitschke disliked both the old Catholic doctrine that the church 
was superior to and should control the state, and also the prevailing 
American doctrine that the church should be a purely voluntary organ- 
ization within the state, having no special relation to the government. 
To Treitschke's mind there should be a fairly intimate connection be- 
tween the church and the state, but he was equally convinced that the 
correct policy was that of maintaining the supremacy of the state. 

The Church received privileges as a corporation and is therefore to that 
extent brought into subjection to the State which supervises and decreases 
its legal status in civil society.^®® The education of the clergy is a matter 
which properly concerns the Church, but the State must supervise it. . . . I'he 
State must keep a particularly watchful eye on the religious Orders. Since 
it guarantees personal freedom for all its citizens, it may on no account per- 
mit any one of them to surrender his whole life to servitude by any sacred 
vow. . . . The State cannot afford to surrender its share in the patronage of 
the highest offices of the Church Schools must remain secular.^®^ 

In his earlier days Treitschke was an enthusiastic advocate of com- 
plete freedom of conscience for the individual. As he grew older his 
belief in this doctrine visibly weakened. 

It is not permissible for any one to make his religious convictibns a reason 
for disobeying the law or neglecting his duty as a subject. A State decreeing 
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monogamy must punish Mormons as immoral polygamists. Similarly it 
cannot tolerate the resistance of the Mennonites against military service or 
the taking of the oath. . . . From the standpoint of the State, atheists, strictly 
speaking, are an anomaly.’®® 

Treitschke insisted that religious instruction (supervised by the state) 
must be given in every school. This instruction must be Christian even 
though the parents of many of the children were Jews or skeptics. 

Heaven preserve us from the fashionable vapourings of the present day, 
which would fain prevent Protestant children from hearing of the glorious 
deeds of Luther, and would suppress all open and honest mention of Jesus 
Christ out of consideration for a few Jews. . . . Every father has the right to 
have his children instructed in the religious creed of his own choice, but he is 
not entitled to allow them to grow up without any religion at all.’®® 

From many passages in his writings it is obvious that at the close of 
his life Treitschke came to the conclusion that the stab' could not 
afford to be really tolerant in religious matters. He was firmly of the 
opinion that while the state may tolerate such religious differences as 
those which separate one Christian confcvssion from another, the unity 
of the state is impossible when its subjects are divided between radi- 
cally different religions. 

The consciousncvss of national unity is dependent upon a common bond 
of religion. . . . Ritual differences may indeed be endured by a great nation, 
although with dilficulty . . . but the coexistence of several religions within one 
nationality, involving an irreconcilable and ultimately intolerable difference 
of outlook upon life can only be a transitional piienomena. Spain was not a 
nation until Christianity had conquered and driven the adherents of another 
faith into a corner. Our State is the state of a Christian people, therefore in 
the regulation of civil life it presupposes the Christian Church to be the 
Church of all.”® 

From the foregoing citations it is obvious that Treitschke was a 
thoroughgoing etatist, even though not as thoroughgoing or as ruthless 
an etatist as the later Fascists and Nazis. A perusal of his writings 
shows that he was also a convinced authoritarian. The doctrine of the 
inequality of man, socially, politically, economically, lay at tlie basis of 
Treitschke’s whole philosophy. 

When we examine more closely the whole fabric of these conditions of 
mutual interdependence which we call society we find that under all its forms 
it tends naturally towards aristocracy. ... Just as the State pre-supposes an 
irremoveable distinction between those in whom authority is vested and those 
who must submit to it, so also does the nature of society imply differences 
of social standing and economic condition amongst its members. In short, all 
social life is built upon class organization. . . . To put it simply: the masses 
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must for ever remain the masses. There would be no culture without kitchen- 
maids. . . . Millions must plough and forge and dig in order that a few thou- 
sands may write and paint and study. ... It is precisely in the differentiation 
of classes that the moral wealth of mankind is exhibited. 

In conformity with this position Treitschke strongly disapproved of 
higher education for the bulk of the people. In Germany university 
education was open to only a small fraction of the population, but to 
Treitschke it was already too easy for the masses to enter them and 
hence to forget their proper station in life. “We have already over- 
stepped the limits of prudence in this direction, and it would be a disaster 
if still more Germans wished to matriculate.*’ 

Treitschke ridiculed all democratic theories in the political sphere. 

All civil society is, as we have seen, aristocratic by nature. A monarchy 
as well as an aristocracy becomes part of this naturally ordained aristocratic 
division, while all democracy is rooted in a contradiction of nature, because 
it premises a universal equality which is nowhere actually existent. . . 

The very notion of democracy contains a contra dictio in adjccto. All gov- 
erning implies the existence of the governed, but if all are to rule, who is to 
be ruled? . . . All inequalities between individuals are to be violently levelled, 
so much so that a point is reached at which even sex distinctions are to be 
abrogated by enactment. For the sake of conforming to a principle every 
possible difference between human beings is to be bludgeoned out of exist- 
ence.”* 

Treitschke did not completely reject parliamentary government. 
He thought it well that the state should have a national representative 
assembly with some voice (though notan all-powerful one) in legislation. 
He was, however, horrified at the thought that this national assembly 
should be elected by universal suffrage. 

It remains a sound principle to e.xclude the wholly irresponsible section of 
society from the exercise of a right which implies a capacity for independent 
judgment. ... It remains true that in Universal Suffrage a disproportionate 
share of influence is given to stupidity, superstition, malice and mendacity, 
crude egoism and nebulous waves of sentiment. . . . The strongest lungs always 
prevail with the mob, and there is now no hope of eliminating that peculiar 
touch of brutality and that coarsening and vulgarizing element which has 
entered into public life. . . . Beyond this comes the further danger that the 
really educated classes withdraw more and more from a political struggle 
which adopts such methods.”^ 

For similar reasons the secret ballot was also deplored. 

Treitschke thought that an aristocracy (or an aristocratic republic 
as he called it) was far superior to a democracy. In fact he was willing 
to admit that at certain times and places an aristocracy was the best 
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form of government. He cited the Roman Republic, Genoa, and Venice 
as examples of illustrious and successful aristocracies. He pointed out 
that England rose to world greatness when it was really ruled by its 
Whig aristocracy. But he was certain that monarchy supported by 
and depending upon an aristocracy was the ideal form of government, 
at least under modern conditions. 

Since the State is primarily power, that State which gathers authority 
most completely into the hands of one and there leaves it most independent, 
approaches most nearly to the ideal.^*® It is an ancient experience that 
monarchy presents more perfectly than any other form of government a tangi- 
ble expression of political power and national unity. . . . Monarchy implies the 
idea of equal justice for all, which is realized in the person of the King. . . . 
Even to-day it may be said with truth that in spite of all hostile agitators the 
mass of the people have more confidence in the Crown than in parliament."’ 
A perfect military organization is undoubtedly an easier task for a monarchy 
than for a republic. . . . What is true of the army is equally true of the Civil 
Service. No republic is as well fitted to train competent public servants as a 
healthy monarchy. . . . Official incompetence is as frequent under democracy 
as are ability and integrity under genuine monarchical rule."® 

In defending monarchy as the ideal system of government, Treitschke 
made it clear that by monarchy he meant real monarchy, the system by 
which the king had immediate personal control over the affairs of state. 

In a republic, authority is founded upon the will of the governed, while 
in a monarchy it is derived from the historical claim of a particular family, and 
concentrated in the hands of one man who wears the crown and who, though 
surrounded by more or less responsible advisers, ultimately decides every 
question himself. It is idle to toy with metaphors: the minimum test of 
monarchy is whether or not the will of the monarch can be overruled."® 

For this reason the English system of government was declared to be 
not a real but a sham monarchy, unworthy of serious consideration. 

In Belgium [the king is not quite so impotent as the British monarch. 
Nevcrthelcvss in that country] the Monarchy is a shadow raised into transient 
importance by the great political ability of Leopold of Coburg. . . . Under the 
Belgian Constitution all authority emanates from the people; a king hemmed 
in by such an axiom is no longer a Monarch in the true sense. 

Because of his views on the true nature of monarchy, Treitschke 
rejected Monlcsciuicu's doctrine of check and balance and the separation 
of powers. 

To Montesquieu England . . . appeared as the paragon State combining 
the advantages of monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy. He believed that 
she had solved the problem of maintaining while co-ordinating these three 
elements in the State. . . 
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To Treitschke this was, historically, a completely erroneous interpreta- 
tion of the English Constitution. In Montesquieu’s own time democ- 
racy, in the true sense of this word, was completely non-existent in 
England and the royal power illusory. England, far from being a land 
of check and balance, was a classic example of a country ruled by its 
aristocracy. To Treitschke a real system of checks and balances be- 
tween the monarch, the aristocracy, and the democracy is impossible. 

All states, closely examined, reveal distinctly where their true center of 
gravity lies and whether they are genuine monarchies or genuine republics. 
A mixed State, belonging to neither kind, does not exist.^^ 

During modern historic times England has possessed a king, a House of 
Lords, and a House of Commons. Yet there can be no doubt that 
Tudor England was a genuine monarchy, eighteenth century England 
an aristocracy, and nineteenth century England a democracy. Real 
check and balance is impossible over any lengthy span of time. 

In like manner Montesquieu’s doctrine of the separation of powers 
was declared to be historically unsound and theoretically unwise. 
Montesquieu based his doctrine of the separation of powers upon a 
study of the English Constitution and asserted that in the British Isles 
the legislative, executive, and judicial functions lay in separate hands. 
Treitschke thought that “rarely has a more stupendous error been 
enunciated; beyond all question it is precisely in England that this 
division was not to be found.” In reality the cabinet, the executive 
branch, was little more than a committee of the House of Commons, the 
legislative branch. It is, moreover, ridiculous to insist that the three 
branches of government should be dilTerentiated. 

This whole doctrine of the three authorities in the State and their division 
is the toy of theory and playful fancy. The essence of the State is in its unity, 
and that State is the best organized in which the three powers are united in 
one supreme and independent head.**^ 

In Prussia, the ideal state, “all authority is centered in the King. With- 
out his assent no law is valid, in his name justice is administered; his 
instructions direct foreign policy and internal government.” 

From his whole attitude towards the true nature of monarchy it is 
not surprising to find that Treitschke was opposed to the theory of 
responsible government, the theory that ministers of state should hold 
office only as long as they enjoy the confidence of the parliamentary 
assembly. 

Under a monarchy in which the whole authority of the State is centered 
in the person of the King, it follows that the choice of ministers must lie 
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with him and that they must become the instruments of his will. Only on 
these terms can the monarchy perform its duty of standing above party 

Treitschke was of the opinion that all the essential functions of govern- 
ment should be carried out by “a monarchical civil service,” a per- 
manent administrative hierarchy or bureaucracy, independent of legis- 
lative control. The offices of state, both great and small, should not be 
filled with political appointees (as in America in the old days). Nor 
should the lesser officials, on permanent tenure, be cont' oiled by a few 
parliamentary officials who change with each ministry. Rather should 
the civil service, like the army and the navy, be governed by an ascend- 
ing hierarchy of officers, whose apex is formed by the prime minister, 
who in turn is responsible only to the monarch, the supreme ruler of 
the land. 

To Treitschke it was clear that the officers of the civil service, like 
the officers of the army and navy, should be recruited from the upper 
classes within the state. In fact the chief function of the aristocracy is 
to provide capable men devoted to the service of the state. 

From out of the aristocracy there is evolved in process of time what are 
vaguely called the ruling classes. ^‘Optimates” arise to eminence who gener- 
ally have a share in the civil or military government qf the State. . . . [The 
German nobility] set store by having a position, real or apparent, in the frame- 
work of the Stale, . , . In England we find Ihe purely aristocratic ambition, with 
us [Germans] it takes monarchic-bureaucratic form. Whatever it be, some 
kind of tradition is necessary in the guidance of the State. Our ruling class 
comes of good families, who bring up their children with definite notions of 
what is honourable and what is not. A stock of inherited conceptions of in- 
tegrity and morality is a necessity for government, which does not depend pri- 
marily upon knowledge but upon capacity to rule. . . 

Treitschke was certain that all the ordinary functions of government 
could best be left in the hands of the monarch and his civil and military 
bureaucracy. The conduct of foreign affairs was to be exclusively in 
their hands as well as all executive and judicial functions. Li addition 
many of the matters which in America are settled by legislative bills 
were to be carried out by administrative decrees, framed by the bureauc- 
racy on its own responsibility. Finally the monarch and his bureaucrats 
were to have an important part in general legislation. Not only should 
all bills require their full consent, but in addition it was their duty to 
frame or draft all acts of legi.slation. Nevertheless Treitschke did not 
wish to do away with parliamentary institutions completely. The 
key to Treitschke’s thoughts on this subject can be found in the following 
remark : 
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The test of what our Provincial and Imperial Diets have accomplished is 
to be found not in what they have achieved but in what they have prevented. 
Political experience shows that every governing class, if left to itself, becomes 
either stereotyped or corrupt. The rough-and-tumble of a popular Assem- 
bly is well calculated to resist this tendency. . . 

In other words, diets, parliaments, congresses can accomplish little 
constructive, but by questions to ministers of state, by criticism of 
governmental acts, by debates on general policy, they can prevent the 
governmental hierarchy from becoming completely stagnant — but 
that is their only proper function. 

Treitschke, in common with most of his contemporaries, favored a 
parliament or diet consisting of two chambers. 

The Lower House should principally stand for the mass of tax-payers and 
be the specifically poi)ular Assembly . . . while the Upper House should repre- 
sent the ruling classes, upon whom fall the more complicated tasks of public 

life.'29 

In other words, the ideal parliament should consist of a House of Com- 
mons, elected by the well-to-do members of the community, and a House 
of Lords or Peers, limited to representatives of the nobility and the 
other really outstanding groups within the state. 

As we have seen, Treitschke thought that the chief function of parlia- 
ment was to interrogate and appraise the actions of the administration. 

We are indebted to the watchful care of our Parliament, cantankerous 
though it may sometimes be, for the virtual elimination of corrupt practices 
from our administration, . . . Army administration must exert itself to avoid 
everything which could lay it open to criticism, because there is always a 
group of privileged cavillers in Parliament ready to beat the big drum about 
every little failing.^^^ 

But, it should be noted, in Treitschke’s scheme parliament could not 
bring about the fall of the ministers it criticized, nor could members of 
parliament themselves hope to be ministers of state. The criticism of 
parliament was to have mere publicity value. 

Parliament, moreover, according to Treitschke, should have a share in 
legislation. All general legislation should require its consent, but it 
should not be forgotten that in Treitschke’s ideal state a great deal of 
legislation was accomplished by administrative decrees, in the framing 
of which parliament had no share. In addition, the initiation of legisla- 
tion had best be left to the bureaucracy. Parliament should content 
itself with accepting or rejecting the proposals put forward by the king's 
ministers. Finally the king should have an absolute veto on all legisla- 
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tion — if the king refused to sign a measure, it was automatically vetoed. 

Treitschke admitted that parliament should cooperate with the gov- 
ernment in exercising financial control over the country. In other 
words, it should have the right to grant (or refuse to grant) supplies. 
But it is important to bear in mind that Treitschke taught that parlia- 
ment should have only a limited control over the national finances. 
Standing obligations of the state, money to pay interest on the public 
debt, money for the salaries for officers and officials should not be subject 
to the whim of a parliamentary majority in any one year. Expenditures 
for such items should be placed outside parliamentary control. In such 
cases the function of parliament “is merely supervisory, it audits ac- 
counts, and sees that all is in order, but its actual sanction is not re- 
quired.” Moreover, when new legislation has been passed providing 
for such things as a new tribunal or a new cavalry regiment, the govern- 
ment has a right to appropriate money for their upkeep, nor can parlia- 
ment veto such appropriations. It is only in such matters as expenses 
which are not fixed in amount or sanctioned beforehand by law that 
parliament can be said to have a free hand, and such items constitute 
only a small portion of the annual budget. 

In like manner Treitschke argued that it was ridiculous to claim that 
parliament should have exclusive control over the revenue of the state. 
Revenue from the crown lands (an important item in Prussia) should 
be completely outside its control. Income from certain state properties, 
such as the post office and the state railroads, is regulated by previous 
laws and can be collected by the government without the consent of the 
existing parliament. Even over ordinary taxes the parliament of any 
one year is to have only a small measure of control. Taxes should be 
voted not annually but for an indefinite period. It is only when these 
taxes need to be changed that parliament should be called into consulta- 
tion. 

When we come to review Treitschke’s political philosophy as a whole, 
we find it to be little more than the Hegelian system, denuded of its 
metaphysical background, except for the important distinction that while 
Hegel looked upon the state as an embodiment of reason, Treitschke, 
preaching in a more practical age, called it the embodiment of force or 
power. Treitschke was neither as completely etatist nor as completely 
authoritarian as the modern Nazis, but the widespread popularity of 
his Politics was an important factor in preparing the German public to 
accept the later Nazi ideology. 



388 


MODERN ABSOLUTISM 


THE HISTORICAL SCHOOL OF JURISPRUDENCE 

It is impossible to conclude our survey of traditionalism in the nine- 
teenth century without a brief discussion of the doctrines laid down by 
the leaders of the historical school of jurisprudence. Although these 
thinkers were primarily concerned with the origin and nature and func- 
tion of law rather than directly with political issues, their ideas were of 
the utmost importance in moulding the general development of political 
thought and of political action. 

By way of summary it may be said that the historical school of juris- 
prudence was little more than an application of Neo-Hegelian tradi- 
tionalism to legal problems, an exposition of the idea that laws, like 
political institutions, must be based upon the two principles of progress 
and tradition. The historical school of jurisprudence originated in 
Germany. Its two leading exponents, Savigny (1799-1861) and Puchta 
(1798-1846), were both junior contemporaries of Hegd, and though 
neither of them was an orthodox Hegelian, the influence of Hegel was 
very marked in the legal theories evolved by both these men. More to 
the point, the historical school, in one form or another, became the 
dominant school among the legal writers of the latter part of the nine- 
teenth century, and among these later thinkers the Hegelian doctrine 
regarding the function of tradition in national life was just as marked 
as with their predecessors. 

About the middle of the nineteenth century there arose in England 
and in America another form of the historical school of jurisprudence, 
which was able to exert a widespread influence among the lawyers and 
judges of their respective countries. The chief exponent of this school 
in England was Sir Henry Maine (1822-1888), whose most famous work, 
Ancient LaWj became a classic in English literature. In America the 
most eloquent advocate of the historical interpretation of law was 
Carter, and though Carter never secured the general popularity of Maine, 
his influence upon juridical thought was almost as profound. 

It should be noted, however, that though the English and American 
members of the historical school were in keen sympathy with many of 
the ideas enunciated by their German predecessors and contemporaries, 
they rejected several of their characteristic doctrines, with the result 
that the Anglo-American and the German branches of this school dif- 
fered both in their premises and in their conclusions. To the English 
and American writers the historical approach meant little more than an 
emphasis upon custom and tradition in the formation and development 
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of laws. The German school, with its Hegelian or semi-Hegelian back- 
ground, thought that both laws and customs are the concrete embodi- 
ments of the Volksgeist or national mind. Because of this basic differ- 
ence the German writers tended to emphasize nationalism, etatism, and, 
incidentally, authoritarianism. The German members of the historical 
school were, in fact, the leading advocates of the political philosophy 
which was later to develop into Fascism and Naziism. 

The historical school of jurisprudence stands In marked contrast to 
the analytical and to the natural law or philosophical schools of law. 
The analytical school goes back in some measure to the teachings of 
Bodin and Hobbes, though in its developed form it is the product of 
the great utilitarians, Beutham and Austin. To the analytical school 
each and every law is a law because it is the command of a sovereign 
(whether a king or parliament) enforced by sanctions. To this school 
statute law is the only true law. In England, for example, any law 
passed by Parliament and signed by the king is a perfectly valid law 
enforceable by the courts, even though this law be completely irrational 
and even though it be completely contrary to all British customs and 
traditions. 

Bodin and Hobbes espoused this theory of law largely because it 
fitted in with their ideas regarding the divine, or at least the absolute, 
right of kings, who to their minds, should be the only lawmakers. The 
utilitarians, on the other hand, were thoroughgoing democrats and es- 
poused this theory of law for very different reasons. They were in 
favor of rapid and widespread lega^ and political reforms. They wished 
to have a free hand, once Parliament was in their control, in the making 
and unmaking of laws, irrespective of whether their ideas were or were 
not in accord with the inherited notions of natural right or with the 
customs and unwritten laws of the country. The sovereign people 
through their parliamentary representatives were to abolish all time- 
honored abuses both in the political and in the legal machinery of the 
country. 

The members of the historical school were opposed to the reforming 
zeal of the utilitarians and to the utilitarian desire to remedy the evils of 
society by hasty legislation, hence they opposed the whole analytical 
concept of law. They pointed out that in early times law had little or 
nothing to do with the definite commands of a definite sovereign, but 
arose as an embodiment of the customs and traditions of the community. 
They pointed out that even in such developed countries as England and 



390 


MODERN ABSOLUTISM 


America, common law, based upon precedents, customs, traditions, is 
much more important than statute law. It is, moreover, far better for a 
country to be governed by common law than by statute law, for statute 
law is really only enforceable if it is in accord with the customs and 
traditions of the community. Should the will of the sovereign legisla- 
ture conflict sharply with prevailing social conditions (i.e., with existent 
customs), the law after being promulgated remains a dead letter, and is 
not applied. The historic school admitted that statute law had a place 
in political and social life, but only a very limited place. The legislative 
body should merely decide what customary rules of conduct need formal 
definition in order to secure better observance. In addition, it may well 
attempt to clarify the existing laws and indicate certain particular ap- 
plications and sanctions to social rules already in force. 

In a word, the historical school emphasized that law, to b^ healthy, 
must be a growth or an unconscious development, rather than be the 
product of the conscious will of a person or a group of persons at any 
one particular time. 

The historical school was thus in violent conflict with the analytical 
school of jurisprudence. It was no less violent in^ its opposition to the 
natural law and philosophic schools, which in fact were merely branches 
of the same general movement. According to the school of natural law, 
true law is to be found — not made. The positive or actual laws of 
existing states are only imperfect attempts to apply the universal, 
eternal laws of nature, and it is the only duty of legislators and judges 
to try to make positive laws coincide ever more perfectly with the ever- 
lasting dictates of natural law, which is the same for all times and all 
peoples. Any positive law which is contrary to natural law is ipso facto 
invalid and can and should be ignored by the citizens of any existing 
state, whatever the statute books may say. 

The belief in natural law, which was inherited from the Romans, was 
revived in modern times by Grotius and adopted by Locke and most of 
the other classical liberal thinkers. It was accepted by the early Amer- 
ican political philosophers and was frequently used by Daniel Webster 
in arguing cases before the federal courts. Closely associated with the 
natural law school were the doctrines of the philosophical school repre- 
sented by such writers as Kant and Fichte. These thinkers agreed that 
there are certain eternal abstract legal principles with which concrete 
laws should be made to conform, but they insisted that these abstract 
principles are not so much the laws of nature as the laws formulated by 
pure abstract reason as divulged by a study of philosophy. 
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The historical school assailed the doctrine of natural laws and of 
abstract principles on the ground that all such laws and principles are 
purely imaginary, based upon a false concept of nature and upon a false 
interpretation of the powers of the reason — the holding of that which is 
peculiar to ourselves as common to humanity in general. The so-called 
laws of nature are not really universal natural laws, but the product of a 
legal philosophy which grew up in the Roman Empire and which was 
profoundly influenced by the social, economic, and metaphysical prin- 
ciples peculiar to that time. Natural laws also evolved in the Near 
East, in India, and in China. The natural law of Europe looks upon 
monogamy as the only natural or valid form of marriage. The natural 
law of Asia looks upon polygamy as equally natural and equally valid 
In like manner, to claim that philosophy or abstract reason will give us 
an eternal standard of justice is equally absurd. There are as many 
philosophies as there are philosophers. Abstract reason gave to Kant 
one set of legal principles, to Fichte quite another; to an English or to a 
French philosopher reason would give even more divergent answers to 
legal problems. 

The natural law and philosophic schools, in addition to being false, 
have also worked out disastrously in the actual world of politics. Ignor- 
ing positive laws and existing political institutions, the advocates of 
natural law or the law of reason have generally argued in favor of wide- 
spread, utopian, impossible reforms. Attempts to carry out such re- 
forms have frequently resulted in revolutions which have swept away 
the bulwarks of society and led to semi-anarchic conditions. 

Looking hack to the period at which the theory of the state of nature ac- 
quired the maximum of importance, there arc few who will deny that it 
helped most powerfully to bring about the grosser disappointments of which 
the French Revolution was fertile.^* 

In opposition to the analytical and the natural law or rational schools, 
the members of the historical school claim that their own approach to 
the problems of law is the only sound and valid one, but, as we have al- 
ready seen, there is a sharp difference between the Anglo-American and 
the German members of the historical school as to the true teachings of 
the school. To the English and American writers, true law is merely 
the customs and traditions which have spontaneously grown up in a 
community, clarified and enunciated, when necessary, by the legislative 
body and applied with police help by the judicial organs of the state. 
But though the judicial and legislative organs thus aid the application 
and enforcement of law, law itself is only custom. 
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The clearest exposition of this point of view is found in Carter’s work 
on Law, Its Origin, Growth and Function. 

In associating custom with justice, we do not dethrone the latter but seat 
custom beside her. Justice is the felt necessity of doing that which secures 
order and peace. Custom furnishes the rule which answers to that necessity. 
. . . Justice is not an absolute but a relative virtue, finding its play in that field 
of our conduct which relates to our dealings and intercourse with each other 
in society and enforcing in that field the things necessary to the existence of 
society. This existence is assured when and only when persons receive from 
all the treatment he may fairly expect. . . . Justice may therefore be defined 
to be the principle which dictates that conduct between man and man which 
may be fairly expected by both and as none may fairly expect from another 
what is not in accordance with custom, justice consists in compliance with 
custom in all matters of difference between men. . . . To each his due, but as 
we can know the due of each only from the common feel.ing of what is due, 
and this is dependent upon custom, the identity of justice with conformity to 
custom is implied. 

On one point and one point only the Anglo-American members of the 
historical school fell under the influence of the analytical school, thereby 
breaking away from their German confreres. Though they admitted 
and even insisted upon the customary origin of the content of law, they 
refused legal validity to national customs until these customs had been 
willed by the national legislature or judiciary. They thus, unlike the 
Germans, distinguished between custom and morality, with mere social 
sanctions and law proper, with external or police sanctions. 

The German members of the historical school started with the funda- 
mental assumption that the basic unit of all social, political, and legal 
action is the Volk or nation, a great super-organism which is something 
different from and higher than the sum total of the individual citizens 
of which it is composed. Each Volk has its own line of material, social, 
and cultural development. In the course of this development each 
Volk evolves its own manners and customs, its own standards of morality, 
and of justice. Each Volk has a soul of its own, and the manners and 
customs of each nation are merely the outward expression of the gradual 
evolution of this inner soul. Moreover, each Volk has a mind {Geist) 
’o£ its own, and each such national mind evolves for itself its own stand- 
ards of what is true and false, of what is good and bad. It evolves for 
itself its own standard of what is right, both in the moral and also in the 
legal sense of the word. This standard of right is the basis of true law. 
Law, therefore, has its origin neither in the commands of contemporary 
agencies of government (as taught by the analytical school) nor in the 
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dictates of universal and unchanging human reason (as taught by the 
philosophical school), but in the national mind as revealed in the orderly 
practice of the nation. According to this view both custom and law 
are the embodiments or unconscious emanations of the national mind, 
and by a study of custom we can gain an insight into the national 
standard of right, in accord with which all law cases ought to be 
decided. 

Savigny, the most famed member of the German historical school, 
tries to express this position by saying: 

In the earlier times to which authentic history extends the law will be 
found to have already attained a fixed character, peculiar to the people, like 
their language, manners, and constitutions. Nay, these phenomena have 
no separate existence; they are hut the particular faculties and tendencies 
of an individual people inseparably united in nature and only wearing the 
semblance of distinct attributes to our view. That which binds them into 
one whole is the common conviction of the people, the kindred consciousness 
of an inward necessity. . . . Law grows with the growth and strengthens with 
the strength of the people {Volk) and finally dies away as the nation loses its 
nationality. . . . Law merits praise in so far as it falls in, or is adajited to fall 
in, with the feelings and consciousness of the people {Volk)}^^ 

This same position is outlined even more clearly by Puchta. 

Peoples (or Nations) are to be regarded as different individualities, dis- 
similar and unequal in nature and tendency. This individuality forms what 
we call the national or popular character. Hence the Rights (i.e. Law Sys- 
tems) of peoples are different, and the peculiar characteristics of a nation are 
exhibited in its system of Right (of Law) just as in its language and customs. 
... A principle of Right (or Law) becomes a fact by being recognized as such 
in the common conviction of those to whom it is applicable. . . . Through this 
common consciousness of right (or Law), as by a common language or a 
common religion the members of a people (or nation) are hound together in 
a definite union. . . . The consciousness which perriiCates members of a people 
in common is born with them and makes them spiritually members of one 
^ whole. It constitutes, in a word, the National Mind or spirit of the people 
and is the source of human or natural Right, and of the convictions which 
stir and operate in the minds of individuals. 

The share which usage has in connection with the origination of this form of 
Right is frequently represented so that Right (or Law) is said to arise out of 
custom. . . . The true view is just the reverse. Usage is only the last fact of 
the process by which the Right which has arisen and is living in the members 
of the people completely externalizes and embodies itself. The influence 
which custom has upon conviction only amounts to this, that the conviction 
may be brought by it into distinct consciousness and so confirmed.'*^ 

It goes without saying that all the members of the historical school 
were traditionalists. Law was regarded as the work of many genera- 
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tions and not the product of the arbitrary will of any person or group of 
persons at any one time. They thought that they must reverently delve 
into the past to understand the “soul of the nation," the only true law- 
giver. They had a horror of great or violent change. Nevertheless 
they were traditionalists in the Hegelian sense of the word, for they did 
believe in progress and evolution. They thought that we should be 
guided by the past, but not shackled by it. The mind of the nation, 
like all other organisms, must grow and develop, and development 
necessarily implies change. This attitude was summed up by Savigny 
in the words. 

To talk of going back to this past time were a vain and idle proposition, 
but it is a wholly different affair to keep its distinguishing excellences in view 
and thus fortify our minds against the narrowing influence of the present.^** 

Puchta is even more explicit: 

As a people changes throughout its whole sphere of life in the course of 
time, the same condition holds true of the system of Right [or Law] as a 
branch of that life. Right is not fixed or stable at any time. It develops 
with the people. It attaches itself to the national character at its different 
stages of culture and it adapts itself to the changing wants and requirements 
of the people.^^^ 

It is largely because of this insistence upon perpetual growth that the 
members of the historical school broke with Hegel on one point and 
attacked the idea of codifying the laws. A code of laws, however well 
it might embody the collective wisdom of the past, would stultify contin- 
uous growth in law, and without growth, law, like other manifestations 
of the national mind, would ossify and become lifeless and meaningless. 

For our present purposes it is of the utmost importance to observe 
that the German branch of the historical school tended to emphasize 
nationalism as opposed to internationalism and cosmopolitanism. In 
like manner it emphasized etatism or state control in opposition to in- 
dividualism. Law was no longer to be based on universal abstract 
reason, common to all countries and all peoples; it was the product of the 
national mind of a single people. To be consistent they had to argue 
that not only law but also morality were national rather than interna- 
tional in character. Each nation evolves its system of moral as well as 
legal rights, but this standard is binding only upon its own citizens. In 
the light t)f this doctrine not only international law but also interna- 
tional standards of ethics become meaningless words. For one nation to 
borrow the legal or moral standards of another nation would be absurd. 
Any attempt to do so would be a betrayal of its own national soul. 
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With such a philosophy it is small wonder that the members of the 
German historical school became ardent nationalists in politics as well 
as in the field of law. 

Inr like manner the German historical school exalted the state, the 
embodiment of the nation, at the expense of the individual. The good- 
ness or badness of a law was not to be judged by any individual reason 
or any individual conscience. To them true law should and could not 
be made by individuals or mere groups of individuals. It is a product 
of the collective or national mind taken as a whole, and to this collective 
mind all individual minds and individual wills are to be subordinated. 
In legal and political activity the conscious will of the individual was 
reckoned inferior to the unconscious, spontaneous creations of the com- 
munity. To the members of this school the individual, as an individual, 
was of no importance. It was only as a member of a group, and more 
especially of a national group organized as a state, that he has real 
significance. 

Considering the fact that the historical school regarded law as the 
emanation of the Volk, it is not surprising that its members supported 
nationalism and etatism. What is surprising is that they were all 
vigorous opponents of democracy and supporters of authoritarianism. 
If law is not the command of an individual or group of individuals but 
dictates of the mind of the nation taken as a whole, it would appear that 
political as well as legal control should rest with the people rather than 
with a select aristocratic group. No, exclaimed the members of this 
school. Political and legal sovereignty does indeed rest with the nation 
as a whole, but this docs not in the least mean majority rule or even 
that the broad mass of the population should have any direct control 
over the machinery of government. Common or customary law is 
based upon the manners and customs of the genered population, but the 
interpretation and administration of customary law should lie in the 
hands of a small select group of judges appointed by the king. These 
judges are better exponents of the legal conscience of the nation than 
are howling iliobs in the market place who are more liable to lynch than 
to think judicially. In like manner the will of the nation must be re- 
garded as the supreme political sovereign, but this will must be guided 
and controlled by a small select group of political aristocrats. The will 
of the nation does not mean the whim of the ignorant crowd. A nation 
is a nation with a corporate will of its own only when it ceases to be a 
formless aggregate of individuals and becomes organized into an organic 
whole with its classes and estates, its social and political pyramid, and 
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with all administrative power concentrated at the top of this pyramid. 

It is interesting to observe that though the English and American 
members of the historical school were unable to stomach the radical 
nationalism and etatism of their German brethren, they heartily agreed 
with the Germans in the latter’s attack upon democracy. In fact one 
of the best defenses of monarchic and aristocratic as opposed to demo- 
cratic control ever penned was Sir Henry Maine’s Popular Government, 
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CHAPTER IX 


Irrationalism and the Irrationalists 


It is obvious that traditionalism has played an important part in the 
shaping of the Fascist and Nazi ideologies. Equally important is the 
part which has been played by the school of thought which we may call 
irrationalism. To the serious student of political thought it is clear that 
modern irrationalism, like modern traditionalism, has its roots in the 
Hegelian philosophy. At first sight, to be sure, it does seem rather 
absurd to class Hegel among the founders of political irrationalism. In 
the realm of metaphysics Hegel was a thoroughgoing rationalist. To 
him thought and being were the same thing; reason was not only the 
sovereign of the universe, but the universe itself was nothing more than 
the concrete embodiment of universal reason. Nevertheless, Hegel’s 
political philosophy was based upon a revolt against rationalism in the 
affairs of state. In the first place, Hegel insisted that his guiding prin- 
ciple was not mere understanding, but reason — that is, understanding 
plus “spiritual insight” — thus introducing the non-logical or intui- 
tional element. In the second place, Hegel stressed the difference be- 
tween reflective or conscious reason and creative or unconscious reason, 
and insisted that all true political developments, the creation and trans- 
formations of states, must be based upon unconscious and not upon con- 
scious reason. From a belief in unconscious reason to a belief in pure 
intuitionism or pure irrationalism is only a short step and this step was 
soon taken by many of the later political philosophers, especially by 
those who had leanings towards etatism and authoritarianism. 

IRRATIONALISM IN GENERAL PHILOSOPHY 

As Hegel’s rational premises seemed inconsistent with his irrationalist 
political conclusions with which the later etatists so warmly sympa- 
thized, these later thinkers quietly dropped tlie whole of the Hegelian 
metaphysics with its logical and rationalist background, and looked for 
moral support to the teachings of some of the non-Hegelian philoso- 
phers, especially of those philosophers who had stressed the importance 
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of irrationalist elements in the operations of the universe. There was no 
lack of such persons during the last portion of the nineteenth century 
and during the first portion of the twentieth century. Most of these 
thinkers disagreed radically among themselves in regard to details, but 
the majority of them agreed on three points in violent opposition to 
orthodox Hegelianism. The first of these three points is the belief that 
reason alone cannot solve the problems of the universe or give us a true 
standard in judging the good and bad of social institutions. The second 
point is the belief that the universe itself is essentially irrational; that 
reality does not and never will obey rigid logical laws. The third point, 
the most important to the student of politics, is the belief that man is 
essentially an irrational animal, and that social and political activity 
must be based upon this fundamental assumption. 

There were numerous philosophers who adopted these doctrinal 
points, but it was the American, William James, the Frenchman, Henri 
Bergson, and the German, Friedrich Nietzsche, who are worthy of 
especial attention because of their widespread popularity, their influence 
upon public thought and opinion, and more particularly because all 
three had an important part in the shaping of later etatist-authoritarian 
thought. In one sense it is distinctly amusing to find that it was these 
three writers who were most influential in establishing the philosophical 
background of later ctatist speculation, for none of the three were them- 
selves ctatists. Bergson Ignored political problems, but certainly had no 
etatist leanings; James, when dealing with political matters, was an ar- 
dent defender of individualism and of democracy, the two pillars of liber- 
alism; Nietzsche, to be sure, violendy attacked democracy and all of its 
ways, but even he was an enthusiastic individualist and was vociferous 
in his onslaughts on the authoritarian state. These facts did not pre- 
vent the later etatists from elevating these three men to the rank of 
philosophical deities. The philosophical ideas of these three men were 
deveVjped and modified in such a way as to make them fit in perfectly 
with the etatist attitude. It is indeed one of the remarkable ironies of 
history that the later etatists were able to take the irrationalist premises 
of James, of Bergson, of NietZvSche and associate them with the political 
conclusions and deductions of Hegel, generally regarded as the greatest 
of all rationalists. 

William James (1842-1910) was one of the few Americans to win an 
international reputation in the realm of philosophy. This is partly due 
to the fact that he possessed a very charming and lucid style which 
rendered his writings intelligible and interesting to vast multitudes 
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normally incapable of enjoying metaphysical discourse. There are 
many phases in James* philosophy. He was a believer in ‘'radical 
Empiricism” as opposed to the rationalism of the classical German 
school. To him it is not true (as it was true to Hegel) that whatever is 
rational is real, but rather that whatever is experienced is real. He was 
a pluralist, as opposed to a monist. The world to him was not a “block 
universe,’* tlie transformation of a single primordial substance in which 
all separateness and individuality are illusory, apparent rather than real. 
The universe was regarded as an aggregate, even though a harmonious 
and interconnected aggregate, of a limitless number of individual be- 
ings, each of which has its own real and independent existence. James 
called himself a tychist (from the Greek word tyche, meaning chance), as 
opposed to a determinist. To him the universe and mankind are not 
governed by fixed, rigid determined laws, which cannot be broken. He 
saw rather in the working of the universe and in human activities a large 
element both of chance and of free will. To James a man may be 
strongly influenced by his environment, his racial or his historical back- 
ground, or by economic factors, but he always remains a free agent, able 
to shake off these influences and control his own destiny. The Hegelian 
philosophy was essentially a philosophy of observation; the Jamesian 
philosophy is essentially a philosophy of action, and man cannot act 
unless he feels free to act as he chooses. 

James was neither an optimist, as was Hegel, nor a pessimist, as was 
Schopenhauer, another great German philosopher, but a meliorist, a 
believer that things are bad but may be improved. Schopenhauer 
taught that life is essentially evil and that little or nothing can be done 
to make it better. Hegel taught that all reality is a manifestation of the 
Universal Mind and hence is essentially good. It was difficult for him 
and his followers to admit the positive existence of evil. In place of the 
old “God’s in his heaven, all’s right with the world,” he taught that the 
world is God and hence must be perfect to the eye of reason. James re- 
fused to admit that the world is either essentially good or essentially 
bad. He claimed that some things in the world are good, others bad, 
and that it lies in our power to diminish the bad and increase the good. 
Good will eventually triumph, but only if we struggle on its behalf. 

These doctrines had a great effect upon later political speculation. 
But James’ greatest influence on politics was due, not to these doctrines, 
but to his ideas regarding the nature of truth and how truth can be 
ascertained. James insisted that truth can never be known merely by 
logical reasoning; that truth is essentially irrational; that there are many 
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basic facts which transcend logic, which are seemingly irrational and yet 
fundamentally true. We must, he said, “learn to give up the logic, 
fairly, squarely, and irrevocably,*' as a philosophic method; for “reality, 
life, experience, concreteness, immediacy, use what v^ord you will, ex- 
ceeds our logic, overflows and surrounds it." ^ In place of the old doc- 
trine of truth as being based upon logical consistency, James postulated 
his famous doctrine of pragmatism, that an idea is true if it works and 
that the goodness and badness of an object must be judged, not by an 
abstract rational standard, but by its concrete effectiveness, a variation 
of the old saying, “by their fruits shall ye know them." 

James insisted that all scientific hypotheses are purely pragmatic in 
character; that scientists believe in their hypotheses merely because 
they “work"; that is, merely because these hypotheses aid them in 
further experimentation or in controlling mateiial objects. No one has 
ever seen an atom; presumably no one ever will. But we believe in the 
truth of atoms because the atomic theory aids us in forming many new 
chemical compounds. Reasoning from these premises, James pro- 
claimed that we may believe, at least provisionally, in the validity of 
any hypothesis, whether scientific, religious, or political, if it seems to 
aid us in improving our everyday life. If the belief in God is useful, we 
should accept the existence of God at least as a working hypothesis. If 
belief in determinism leads to a blind acceptance of things as they are, 
while belief in free will aids us in our struggle against evil, the belief in 
free will turns out to be “true." Considering the flexible character of 
pragmatism, it is small wonder that it was taken over and applied by 
the later etatists in ways which must cause the liberally inclined James 
to turn over in his grave. On pragmatic grounds, say these etatists, the 
divinity of a given state or race must be true if belief in this divinity 
increases the power and prestige and effectiveness of this state or race. 
Dictatorship must be better, represent a “truer" form of government, if 
dictatorial Germany becomes progressively stronger and democratic 
France becomes progressively weaker. 

A very important aspect of the pragmatic doctrine of truth as ex- 
pounded by James was the emphasis laid upon the “will to believe," or, 
as James expressed it, “Our passional nature not only lawfully may, but 
must, decide an option between propositions whenever it is a genuine 
option that cannot by its nature be decided on intellectual grounds." 
James pointed out that our acceptance or rejection of certain hypotheses 
frequently depends, consciously or unconsciously, upon our emotional 
background — in other words, much of our thinking is wishful thinking. 
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James was not the first person to point out^ this fact^ but whereas earlier 
thinkers deplored this condition and urged that we seek to eliminate our 
emotional likes and dislikes when we set out in search for truth, James 
welcomed the emotional or passional phase in man’s attempt to investi- 
gate and evaluate reality. Man’s beliefs should not go contrary to rea- 
son, but there are so many things which reason cannot decide; in such 
matters it is the right and duty of man to adopt beliefs which best satisfy 
his inner emotional nature. 

James himself applied his '‘will to believe” largely to religious and 
moral problems. We have, he said, the right to believe in God and in 
certain moral standards which are logically unprovable if these beliefs 
satisfy our emotional needs and thereby make us better and more usefful 
citizens. Here again the later etatists took over James’ methodology 
and applied it in their own fashion to very different problems and 
reached conclusions at which James would have stood aghast. "We 
have a right to believe in any doctrine which satisfies our emotional 
needs” has proved a very popular and much-used argument in defense 
of many Fascist and Nazi doctrines which are patently and admittedly 
irrational and even absurd. 

Closely related to the ideas of William James, though dissimilar in 
many important details, are the doctrines put forward by Henri Berg- 
son (1859-1941), The central point in Bergson’s philosophy is the 
emphasis laid upon intuition as opposed to intellect or reason. Bergson 
approached the problems of philosophy from the standpoint of biology, 
and his whole system is largely a reinterpretation of the theory of evolu- 
tion. Just as the body, through a long line of evolution, has developed 
such organs as the eye and the ear to establish contact with the external 
world, so the mind has developed the special organ of the intellect that 
it may satisfactorily cope with and control material forces. We know 
that the eye is a very valuable organ, but we also know that it is imper- 
fect. We know that it is subject to many optical illusions; we also know 
that there are many things which remain invisible to the human eye 
(such as infra-red and ultra-violet lights), although the existence of such 
things has been scientifically proved. Our eye is what it is because of 
the evolution it has undergone. By a process of adaptation and by 
reason of the survival of the fittest, it has trained itself to see those sights 
and those colors which were useful to the human organism and to ignore 
those sights and those colors which were or which seemed to be more or 
less useless. 
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In like manner, reason or the intellect, the organ which the mind or 
consciousness has developed during the course of evolution, is extremely 
valuable, but it, too, is subject to many limitations and is far from per- 
fect. There are many phases of reality which the intellect is unable to 
grasp, and even of those phases which it does grasp it is apt to give a 
distorted picture, a picture based upon the need for action rather than 
on the search for abstract truth. Bergson likened the action of the in- 
tellect to a cinematograph film giving us a series of mental pictures, 
which, when strung together and passed rapidly before our minds, gives 
us an illusion of reality. But reality itself, though similar to, is never 
the same as the moving-picture version of it created by the intellect. 
We must, according to Bergson, transcend the intellect if we wish to 
gain a direct glimpse of reality. 

Bergson declared that a study of animal life shows that mind is capa- 
ble of developing other mental organs in addition to and quite different 
in character from the intellect. Such, for example, is the instinct found 
in many animals, and especially developed in such insects as bees and 
ants. Certain instincts are still found in man, but on the whole man in 
developing his intellect has lost most of his powers of instinct. It is, 
says Bergson, inadvisable, and impossible for us to turn our backs on 
intellect and re-create our instinctive faculties. We must continue to 
use our intellect or reason, but we must also make use of something akin 
to instinct — namely, direct insight or intuition — in order to correct the 
distorted picture of reality which the intellect gives us. Physical science, 
based as it is upon intellect, gives us a very valuable and useful picture 
of the world, but it is still only a picture and a very imperfect picture. 
Philosophy, true philosophy, must use the data of science, but it must 
correct these data by the use of intuition, for to use intuition is to seize 
reality itself. By the use of intuition, '‘and only by so doing, can we 
have a real metaphysic, a science which is both before and beyond the 
sciences.” ^ Intuition, not intellect, is the basis not only of philosophy 
but also of all forma. of artistic endeavor. “The clearest evidence of 
intuition is in the works of great artists. What is it we call genius in 
great painters and poets and musicians? It is the power they have of 
seeing more than we see and of enabling us by their expression to pene- 
trate further into reality.” ^ What is true of the artists is also true of 
the leaders of society and the state. The heroes of human history are 
those who have had a greater direct insight into reality than their fel- 
lows. 

On the basis of his “new” method, Bergson proceeds to sketch for us 
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the outlines of a new metaphysics, the type of philosophy which must 
dominate men’s minds in the present and the future. A careful analysis 
of this system shows that in spite of its new terminology and i|ts general 
air of novelty, it is largely a re-edition of Hegel’s philosophy, minus the 
elements of rationalism and of determinism. The only ultimate reality, 
says Bergson, is life (which thus takes the place of Hegel’s Absolute). 
This ultimate reality is essentially spiritual or “vital ’’ in character, and 
can best be considered as a consciousness which unceasingly “becomes’’ 
or changes and yet which forever endures. Both matter and intellect 
are to be derived from this ultimate reality. But though this ultimate 
reality or life is one, there are apparent in it two different currents, one a 
descending, arresting, or retarding current, the basis of our concept of 
matter; the other an avScending, advancing, creative current, the basis 
of our concept of mind (and by mind, Bergson means, of course, some- 
thing far more comprehensive than intellect or reason). The universe 
around us is the result of the interplay of these two currents or forces. 
In all forms of organic life, whether vegetable, animal, or human, we 
find traces of these two currents. In man, of course, we find intellect, in- 
stinct, memory, intuition — the mental faculties on the one side, and the 
physical organs on the other. But there is a similar distinction in all 
other forms of organic life. A rudimentary or dormant form of con- 
sciousness is to be found even in plants and in the lowest forms of animal 
life, in addition to their purely physical or material framework. 

Bergson is especially interested in the “ascending, advancing, crea- 
tive’’ current. In fact, though his term life in the broader sense in- 
cludes both currents, that is, both matter and mind, yet when he speaks, 
as he so frequently does speak, of “the stream of life,’’ “the life proc- 
ess,” “the life impulse,” he usually has reference to this advancing, 
creative current. To him, this upward truly vital stream is in no way 
caused or created by matter, the downward stream. Mind or conscious- 
ness, the upward stream, is essentially different from and independent 
of matter, but in the world around us we find that mind has become 
ensnared or enmeshed in matter. Mind struggles to arrange and organ- 
ize matter; not infrequently it finds itself hopelessly caught in the instru- 
ment it seeks to dominate. The whole history of evolution* is the history 
of mind groping upward, trying to achieve a sphere of free activity. In 
the vegetable world mind is least able to express itself, for among plants 
there is a tendency towards immobility and unconscious torpor. In the 
animal world there have been not one but several lines of evolution. On 
many lines progress has been arrested or even turned back, but along 
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two main lines it has found free way. One is the line of the bees and the 
ants, which has led to the development of instinct; the other is the line 
of the vertebrate animals, which has led to the development of the in- 
tellect and which finds its highest expression in man. “ Everywhere else 
the current of life has been turned back by the weight of the dead matter 
that confronted it; in man it has won free way.” ^ Moreover, man as he 
is at present, though the highest, is not the final stage of evolution. 
Man may, probably will, continue to evolve and become even more free 
in his creative activity. Humanity as it evolves may be able to beat 
down every resistance offered it by matter, may even be able to over- 
come death. 

Hegel, it will be remembered, thought of the whole universe as the 
self-unfoldment of Universal Mind. Bergson's position is not far differ- 
ent. But to Hegel, mind was essentially reason or intelligence, and it 
necessarily followed a determined, logical pattern as it unfolded. Berg- 
son believes that mind is far deeper and bro^ider than reavson, and refuses 
to believe that mind, as it gropes upward for free expression, follows a 
logical or predetermined pattern. He refuses to see in evolution noth- 
ing more than the unrolling in time of a plan previously conceived and 
once and for all determined. Evolution for him is the free creative ac- 
tivity of mind which creates new and unpredictable forms as it surges 
upwards. In evolution there is tendency towards something, but never 
a fixed goal, nor does evolution follow a fixed path; rather in its upward 
surge it creates a fresh path for itself. Every moment in our lives is a 
fresh creation. Man, like the universal stream of life of which he is a 
part, is also basically free, a center of creative activity, and the path of 
human evolution is towards an ever greater and more perfect exprcvssion 
of his free creative action. 

Bergson is, like James, a philosopher of action and not, like Hegel, a 
philosopher of observation. This in itself is a fact of prime importance 
when we come to examine Bergson's influence upon political philosophy. 
But we should not forget that Bergson himself has little to say about the 
sphere of ethics and almost nothing about the spheres of law and politics. 
At most, Bergson tries to stimulate a sort of romantic heroism in all 
fields of human endeavor. With his emphasis upon “creative activity,'' 
it is easy to see how his teachings could be used in attacking the old 
principles of laissez faire, but from Bergson’s own words it would be dif- 
ficult to know if greater emphasis should be placed upon the individual, 
the group, or the state. “Society, which is tlie community of individual 
energy, benefits from the efforts of all its members and renders effort 
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easier to all. It can subsist by subordinating the individual; it can pro- 
gress only by leaving the individual free; contradictory requirements 
which have to be reconciled.” ^ With a statement of political action 
so charmingly ambiguous as this, it is small wonder that Bergson has 
served as a stimulus to liberal reformers, to syndicalists and revolution- 
ary socialists, and to the advocates of a totalitarian state governed by 
a dictator. To us, at the moment, the fact that Bergson exercised a 
strong influence upon Mussolini and the other apostles of the totali- 
tarian state is of especial importance. 

The third outstanding member of the irrationalist school of philoso- 
phers, Friedrich Nietzsche, differs in several important respects from 
James and Bergson, especially in the deductions he draws from irration- 
alism with respect to ethics and politics. There are many phases to 
Nietzsche’s philosophy, but most of these phages are merely develop- 
ments of his central position, the doctrine of the will to power, a doc- 
trine he evolved by combining certain aspects of Schopenhauer's philoso- 
phy with the Darwinian theory of evolution. 

Schopenhauer (1788 -1860), Nietzsche’s great predeccvssor, was a 
junior contemporary of Hegel, Schopenhauer’s masterpiece, The World as 
Will and Idea, being written in 1818 when Hegel was still alive. Never- 
theless Schopenhauer remained almost unrecognized until after the 
middle of the nineteenth century, when he suddenly leaped to fame and 
inspired many of the later German thinkers. Schopenhauer’s funda- 
mental doctrine, the doctrine which had the most effect upon Nietzsche, 
was the idea that the only ultimate reality in the universe is ulll, blind 
struggling will, which manifests itself in all of the multitudinous phe- 
nomena we see around us. Schopenhauer, like most of the classical 
German philosophers, was a thoroughgoing monist. He thought that 
there was and could be only one fundamental substance, from which all 
other things are derived. He rejected with scorn the idea of the mate- 
rialists that this ultimate reality was matter. He accepted from Kant 
the idea that space, time, causality are not objtrlive but subjective, the 
product of the mind, or rather the way in which the mind looks at real- 
ity. This idea led him, as it led Fichte and Hegel, to the doctrine that 
the mind, in some form or another, is the only ultimate reality, but he 
differed from Fichte and Hegel in refusing to identify this universal 
mind with reason or intelligence. The idea that the mind of man or of 
the universe is essentially rational waSi to him an enormous error, which 
must be rectified before we can understand reality. 
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Even the term consciousness is too broad a term to give to this funda- 
mental universal mind. “Consciousness is the mere surface of our 
mind, of which, as of the earth, we do not know the insid^but only the 
crust.” ® According to Schopenhauer, under the conscious intellect is 
the unconscious will, a striving, persistent, vital force, a cause of spon- 
taneous activity. Schopenhauer’s universal will is very much like 
Bergson’s life impulse or the stream of life, and, like Bergson, Schopen- 
hauer sees this will or vital force behind all the phenomena in the uni- 
verse. Even in inert matter Schopenhauer sees the action of this will, 
disguised as blind energy or force. In the vegetable kingdom we find 
more obvious traces of this unconscious striving or impulse. Plants 
desire light and push upward; they desire moisture and push their roots 
into the soil. When we come to the animal world, the part played by 
will or desire or impulse is obvious to all. All animals, high or low, are 
dominated by a blind, remorseless will to live. With the higher animals 
and with man this primitive, fundamental will becomes consciousness 
and with consciousness there develops intelligence and reason. The 
intellect, however, is merely the organ which the will of man has created 
in order that it may the better grapple with the external world and sub- 
jugate it to its control. To call man a rational animal is ridiculous. 
Even in man the will to live, the desire for food and comfort, the desire 
to reproduce himself, is superior to all intellectual proclivities. P2ven in 
man the intellect always remains in the service of the will; the will is the 
master, the intellect is the servant. 

To Schopenhauer, as to Bergson, reason or the intellect is a very mar- 
velous and a very useful organ, but it is necessarily incomplete and im- 
perfect, giving us only a partial picture of truth. Even the knowledge 
that the will is the ultimate realit}^ comes to us by direct awareness or 
insight and not through reasoning. In all true wisdom there is invari- 
ably an intuitive element in addition to the purely intellectual element. 

In real life, the scholar is far surpassed by the man of the world, for the 
strength of the latter consists *n perfect intuitive knowledge. . . . Philosophy 
must be brought back to the recognition of the richness of an immediate and 
direct knowledge of reality. It must learn that the meaning of things is 
to be realized more by living than by thinking.^ 

Nietzsche (1844-1900), the most outstanding of the modern disciples 
of Schopenhauer, takes the doctrine of the will and develops it even fur- 
ther. To Nietzsche, as to Schopenhauer, will, blind will, is the only ulti- 
mate reality, but to Nietzsche this will is not merely the will to exist or 
survive, but also the will to dominate and control one’s environment 
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and other wills. Or, as Nietzsche himself puts it, the universal will is not 
merely the will to live but the will to power. Every living thing strives 
to increase its power by vanquishing other things; life itself is essentially 
a striving for surplus power. 

Whcrecver I found a living thing, there found I the Will to Power, and 
even in the will of the servant, there found I the will to be master. Neither 
necessity,* nor desire, but the love of power is the demon of mankind. You 
give men everything possible — health, food, shelter, enjoyment, but they 
are and remain unhappy and capricious, for the demon waits and waits, and 
must be satisfied. 

In the second place there is a sharp contrast between Schopenhauer, 
the master, and Nietzsche, the disciple, in their attitude towards the 
external world and the universal will which underlies and creates this 
world. Both men saw the world as an entity without fixed goal or pur- 
pose. This caused Schopenhauer to lapse into pessimism, while in 
Nietzsche it caused the creation of an attitude which may be called 
“tragic optimism." Schopenhauer saw in the world the eternal conflict 
between wills and thought it horrible. Nietzsche saw in life the same 
conflict and thought it magnificent, even though this conflict were futile 
and led to no permanent goal. To Nietzsche, man does not instinc- 
tively seek happiness and avoid unhappiness. Rather does he seek to 
overcome obstacles; and he finds joy (not happiness) in thus overcoming 
obstacles, even though this struggle entails pain and even death. To 
Nietzsche life is indeed a tragedy, for it ends in sickness, sorrow, and 
death. But we should and can find an exuberant joy in living this 
tragedy. Like the warriors of old, we must find our chief joy in the 
battlefield, even though the battlefield leads, sooner or later, to death. 

Finally, there is an important difference between Schopenhauer and 
Nietzsche with reference to the doctrine of evolution. Sclu^penhauer 
rejected the idea of the transmutation of species, while Nietzsche warmly 
welcomes the Darwinian theory of biological or organic evolution and 
makes it an integral part of his will to power. To him, the will to 
power is the real cause of evolution, the real cause of the emergence of 
new species. Darwin’s idea of evolution through the struggle for exist- 
ence and the survival of the fittest is only another way of stating Niet- 
zsche’s basic theory of will. Evolution, itself, is merely the dramatic 
story of the history of the will to power. 

Of great importance is the fact that Nietzsche took the doctrines of 
evolution and the will to power and applied them to a solution of the 
problem of good and evil and also to the problem of what is true and 
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how we know it to be true. To both these problems he g:ave.a distinctly 
irrationalist solution. In the realm of morals, Nietzsche denied that 
there is an eternal absolute standard of right and wrong, to be known 
either by an inner moral sense or by reason. According to Nietzsche, 
there is not one but there are many moral standards; each of them has 
merely a relative value and each of them is the product of evolution. 
Each moral code is but a weapon in the struggle for power. Most living 
beings, both human and animal, have discovered that they have a better 
chance in the struggle for existence if they live and act in groups rather 
than as individuals. Hence they develop a herd instinct. Each group 
or herd develops a standard of action, based primarily on its desire to 
preserve and universalize its own type; this standard of action becomes 
a moral code. At first each group or community compels its members 
to follow a certain line of conduct. Later this line of conduct becomes 
custom; still later it becomes almost an instinct and takes the fonn of 
‘‘moral sense” or conscience. But it should never be forgotten that all 
moral valuations are in reality nothing but the expressions of the needs 
of the particular community or herd, of that which is to its advantage. 
As the conditions for the maintenance of one community have been very 
different from those for the maintenance of another community, there 
have been different codes of morality at different times and places. 

A similar attitude characterizes Nietzsche's theory regarding the 
nature of the true and false. Not only goodness but also truth is merely 
that which has, or is considered to have, survival value. “All our senses 
and organs of knowledge are evolved with a view to the maintenance 
and development of the species.” ® Nietzsche, like Bergson, thinks that 
the eye and the intellect have learned to perceive what is useful, not 
necessarily what is true. Hence what the eye and the intellect tell us 
are invariably distortions of reality. To say that an idea is true is 
merely to state that it has proved useful to the preservation of the race. 
The eternal truths postulated by the philosophers, the eternal laws of 
nature postulated by the scientists, are merely subjective creations of 
the intellect, an intellect consciously or unconsciously motivated by the 
will to power and not by a yearning for absolute reality. 

Humanity, finding itself in certain conditions of existence, required knowl- 
edge as a necessary means of persisting. The ideas of causality, of space and 
time are ideas which under the actual conditions of existence prove most 
beneficial to humanity as a means of acquiring knowledge, consequently as 
a means of maintaining itself in the struggle for life. These ideas have no 
reality whatever in themselves; they represent the truth for humanity under 
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certain conditions . . . and should perchance the actual conditions change, the 

truths of today would no longer be the truths of tomorrow These ideas 

have no reality in themselves; in the beginning it is possible that many dif- 
ferent concepts of reality were in existence; and if the concepts which we 

, regard today as immutable, those of causality, of space and time, have sur- 
vived it is because these concepts are the best adapted to the conditions of 
existence.® 

In other words, in the realm of concepts as well as in the realm of 
physical organisms it has been not a survival of the best, but merely the 
survival of the fittest. 

To Nietzsche there is only one ultimate reality, only one ultimate 
truth — the will to power. All else is illusion, even though these illu- 
sions sometimes serve a very useful purpose. Moreover, on the same 
principle, if any illusions serve our purpose, if they aid us in the will to 
power, they must be accepted, even though they be palpably false. 
After all, the ultimate aim of life is not knowledge of reality through 
thought, but action, struggle, combat. Only in action can we lead a full 
life, and anything which aids us in leading this full life, whether con- 
scious illusions, or instincts, or intuitions, or even ordinary emotions, 
must be welcomed. 

Some of the social and political conclusions which Nietzsche drew 
from his irrationalist premises are of great interest to the student of 
political thought. Nietzsche was far too much of an individualist, far 
too interested in giving free scope to the individual will to power, for 
him to become an apostle of thoroughgoing ctatism. But many fea- 
tures of his political philosophy were extremely popular with the etat- 
ists and were taken over and incorporated in the etatist creed. 

One of the features which proved very acceptable to the etatists was 
Nietzsche’s reverence for struggle, for conflict, for war. 

War and courage have done more great things than charity. . . . Every 
natural gift must develop itself by contest. . . . One will have to forgive my 
occasionally chanting a paean of war. Horribly clangs its silvery bow, and 
although it comes along like the night, war is nevertheless Apollo, the true 
divinity for consecrating and purifying the state. . . . Against the deviation 
of the State Ideal into a money ideal . . . the only remedy is war and once 
again war, in the emotions of which, this at least becomes obvious . . . that 
in love to fatherland and prince it produces an ethical impulse indicative of 

a much higher destiny We rejoice in everything which like ourselves 

loves danger, war, adventure, which does not make compromises, nor let 
itself be captured or conciliated. 

Even more significant is Nietzsche’s violent denunciation of democ- 
racy and his defense of aristocracy. To Nietzsche, democracy means 
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the rule of the base, the sordid, the mean. It means the crushing of 
creative genius by the numbing weight of mediocrity. Democracy, to 
him, is the contrary of the whole principle of evolution, for evolution is 
the development and survival of the fittest, while democracy is the con- 
trol of the fittest by the great mass of the unfit. Nietzsche is convinced 
that the most certain thing about human beings is that they are un- 
equal, fundamentally and biologically unequal. Once this inequality be 
granted, it follows as a matter of course that the best and not merely the 
greatest number should rule. '‘Every elevation of the human type has 
until now been the work of aristocratic society — and thus will it al- 
ways be — the work of a society which believes in the necessity of the 
hierarchy of rank and values, and which necessarily has slavery in some 
form or another.** 

Carlyle wished to have government of the people, for the people, by 
the aristocracy. Nietzsche frankly wished to have government of the 
people, by the aristocracy, and for the aristocracy. 

Nietzsche desires the systematic cultivation of a race of masters, similar 
to that of the patricians in Rome and of the “aristoi” in Athens. He desires 
the re-establishment of the system of castes, rigidly separated from one an- 
other, with just sufficient connection between them to enable a renewal of 
the race to take place periodically. The sufferings and toils of humanity 
are necessary in order to permit of the existence of a few creators, supreme 
masters of the destinies of mankind, sublime Olympian artists who constitute 
the justification of humanity. The progress of civilization has not for its 
aim the emancipation of the masses. Nietzsche will not hear of such a 
thing as an “ Arbeiterfrage” [the labor problem] and is even prepared to 
denounce Prince Bismarck himself as a democrat and as a socialist, because 
of his social legislation. . . . d'he real progress of civilization will be realized 
first when the aim of the state will be the cultivation of a superior race. 
The State which devotes itself to this object will be a real state — that is to 
say one wielding authority and able to command. The real interests of civili- 
zation demand the existence of a vast confused mass of humanity which shall 
serve as the instrument whereby the race of the elite, of the masters may be 
cultivated.^® 

The utilitarian liberals demanded that all government and all legisla- 
tion should have as its aim the greatest happiness of the greatest num- 
ber. To Nietzsche this is a horrible ideal, signifying the triumph of 
mediocrity. He believed all government and all legislation should aim 
at the happiness and improvement of the elite, and this elite will always 
constitute the minority in any community. “Humanity as a mass 
sacrificed for the benefit of a single race of strong men — that is what 
would constitute progress.** Humanity exists for the benefit of the 
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superior race, of the elite, and Nietzsche is convinced that the new 
strong government of the future will make this the guiding principle in 
its administration. 

Closely associated in Nietzsche’s mind with his plea for aristocracy is 
his demand for a new morality — a new moral code which shall guide 
the elite or aristocracy in the government of the world. Nietzsche 
divides all mankind into two main groups — the race of masters, the 
elite, on the one side, the race of slaves or the broad masses of mankind 
on the other. He insists that each of these two groups must have its 
own religion and philosophy and its own type of morality. Nietzsche 
agreed with Karl Marx, his arch-enemy, that orthodox religion is an 
opiate to the people, but unlike Marx, Nietzsche thought it well that 
the masses should have this opiate. The race of masters, however, must 
see through the fraud of religious dogma and realize that the only endur- 
ing reality is the will to power and must act accordingly. In like man- 
ner there is a sharp contrast between slave morality and master moral- 
ity. The idea that the poor, the meek, the humble are especially holy; 
the idea that pity, sympathy, charity are high virtues are sure signs that 
customary morality is a product of slave mentality. It is well for the 
masses to retain this moral code, for the slaves, the herd, need such ideas 
and one must not take from them “the pillars of their existence, and the 
soporific appliances towards happiness.” The masters, the elite, on the 
other hand, must reject this slave morality and invent or adopt a new 
master morality. A peasant may well be bound by Christian nmrality, 
but a gentleman should be bound by something different and higher, the 
code of a gentleman. 

In Nietzsche’s philosophy, as we have seen, all moral valuations are 
merely the expressions of the need of the community or group of that 
which is to its advantage. It is only natural, therefore, that the race of 
slaves should adopt a moral code with sympatliy for the weak, the poor, 
the oppressed as its standard of action. The race of masters, however, 
has nothing whatever to do with the race of slaves. They belong or 
ought to belong to a different group. They should, therefore, adopt a 
moral code which is to their advantage, and should not be bound by a 
moral code which works only to the advantage of the masses. The aim 
of the master morality should be to preserve the power of the masters 
over the masses and to preserve and improve the racial strain of the 
masters, looking forward to the time when the masters will produce a 
race of supermen. Christian or slave morality protects and preserves 
the unfit and the weak. Master morality seeks to eliminate the weak 
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and unfit. Master morality is concerned only with increasing the power 
and the happiness of the masters. “ No greater or more fatal misfortune 
could happen than if the strong and powerful and healthy in mind and 
body should begin to doubt of their right to be happy.” In master mor- 
ality good is synonymous with brave, powerful, beautiful, but it is also 
synonymous with ferocious, hard, cruel when it comes to handling 
slaves. Master morality demands that masters know neither pity nor 
sympathy in their treatment of the multitude. “A man loses power 
when he pities. Pity thwarts the law of development which is the law 
of selection. It preserves that which is ripe for death; it fights in favor 
of the disinherited and the condemned of life. By multiplying misery, 
quite as much as by preserving all that is miserable, it is the principal 
agent in promoting decadence.” 

It is not without significance that Mussolini admits the strong influ- 
ence which Nietzsche’s writings exerted in the formation of his own 
political opinions. 

IRRATIONALISM AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 
IN ENGLAND AND AMERICA 

The emphasis upon irrationalism was not confined to the realm of 
pure philosophers. Towards the close of the nineteenth century and in 
the first two decades of the twentieth century, there arose a group of 
writers whose primary interest was the psychological interpretation of 
the problems of social and political science. In their hands there gradu- 
ally evolved a new science, the science of social psychology, a study of 
the psychological motivations which underlie all human activity, espe- 
cially all social and political activity. Practically all these men stressed 
the fact that human behavior is determined far more by irrational and 
unconscious impulses or instincts than by conscious reflections or reason. 
It is of special interest to note that whereas none of the outstanding ex- 
ponents of irrationalism in the realm of pure philosophy were etatists in 
the strict sense of the word, many though not all of the social psycholo- 
gists, the exponents of irrationalism in the realm of the social sciences, 
tended to draw etatist conclusions from their studies. A few of the so- 
cial psychologists remained staunch liberals, especially those who arose 
in England and America, but the majority of these men, especially those 
who flourished on the continent of Europe, tended to emphasize the 
importance of the group at the expense of the individual and also the 
need for autocratic leadership and control within the group. 
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Two ol the most interesting exponents of the new science of social 
psychology are the Englishman, Graham Wallas, the author of Human 
Nature and Politics, and his American disciple, Walter Lippmann, the 
author of Public Opinion and numerous other works. Lippmann has 
devoted himself to a study of the American political scene, but on all 
essential points he has remained in accord with his English master. 
Graham Wallas’ main thesis has been very ably summarized by Gettell 
in the following words: 

Wallas lays stress upon the fact that politics is only in a slight degree the 
product of conscious reason. He argues that it is largely a matter of sub- 
conscious processes, of habit and instinct, of suggestion and imitation. He 
points out the importance of names and symbols, of party shibboleths and 
of the emotional connotations of political devices. He believes that the art 
of politics consists largely in the creation of opinion by a deliberate appeal 
to non-rational inference and to emotional suggestion. Accordingly, great 
political decisions do not represent a general will, resulting from clear thought 
and reason. They are more likely to result from a confusion of impulses, 
inferences, habits, and prejudices.^^ 

In spite of these conclusions Wallas remains at heart both a democrat 
and a rationalist. Democracy in practice may be pretty bad, but at 
least it is better than government by an irresponsible dictator or oli- 
garchy, and the one or the few are apt to be as irrational as the many. 
Moreover, Wallas is optimistic enough to think that mankind, though 
normally irrational, may be trained or educated to act more or less ra- 
tionally. In fact much of Wallas’ work is concerned with discovering 
within the democratic framework effective methods of substituting 
rational control of social processes for the unreasoning group action of 
the herd. In like manner we find Lippmann lauding such American 
institutions as the League of Women Voters which attempts to lay be- 
fore its members an impartial survey of political facts as an antidote to 
the irrational propaganda employed by all the major political parties. 

Far closer to the etatisl position are the conclusions of Willii^m 
McDougall (1871-1938), the Anglo-American author of Social Psychol- 
ogy and The Group Mind. McDougall, like Wallas, starts with an at- 
tack upon the theory that man’s social and political actions are based to 
any large extent upon reason. He attacks both the abstract rationalism 
of the idealist school and the rational hedonism of the utilitarian school. 
It is not true, as the idealists claim, that society and the state are built 
upon reason, or that man’s “practical reason’’ has given him the moral 
code to which he seeks, however imperfectly, to conform. It is not true 
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that man’s rational interpretation of the good has created his social and 
political machinery. It is not true that man normally does what his 
reason tells him he ought to do. The idealists (Kant and his school) 
were wrong and the utilitarians were right in claiming that man’s activ- 
ity is motivated much more by his passions and desires than by reason. 

The utilitarians in turn were wrong in supposing that these passions 
and desires were based upon logical or rational principles. The utilita- 
rians supposed that man is motivated by rational self-interest. Accord- 
ing to them man always seeks to secure for himself the maximum of 
pleasure and the minimum of pain. Closely related to this view is the 
doctrine of the classical economists that in his business transactions man 
intelligently seeks his own advantage — buying in the cheapest and sell- 
ing in the dearest market. According to McDougall, all these basic 
assumptions are wrong. Man is indeed dominated by his passions and 
desires, but these passions and desires are seldom rational. Man fre- 
quently does things which any reasoning shows are not to his best^inter- 
ests. Man frequently and voluntarily does things which cause him pain 
rather than pleasure, as may be seen by observing persons dominated by 
the paternal or maternal instinct. It is false to say that the average 
man is always rational enough to buy or even to try to buy in the cheap- 
est and sell in the dearest market. 

Mankind is only a little bit reasonable and is to a very great extent unin- 
telligently moved in quite unreasonable ways. The economists neglected 
to take account of the suggestibility of men which renders the art of the 
advertiser, of the pushing of goods generally so profitable and effective. 
Only on taking this character of men into account can we understand such 
facts as that sewing machines which might be sold at a fair profit for £5 
find a large sale at £12, while equally good ones are sold in the same market 
at less than half the price.^^ 

No, says McDougall, man is motivated neither by abstract rationalism 
nor by rational hedonism. A few of his acts may be dominated by 
reason, but for the most part man is the slave of a few primary irrational 
emotions and a certain number of basic irrational instincts. McDougall 
is a firm believer in physical evolution and argues that all the human 
emotions and instincts are but developments of similar emotions and 
instincts to be found among the higher animals. Man, to him, is a 
creature that has ‘‘been evolved from the animal world, whose nature 
bears so many marks of this animal origin and whose principal springs 
of activity are essentially similar to those of the higher animals.” 

McDougall insists that the number of basic or primary emotions is 
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very small, and claims that most of the human emotions of which we so 
frequently talk are really compounds or derivatives <^f these few basic 
emotions. After a careful psychological analysis he discovers that there 
are only seven basic emotions — fear, disgust, wonder, anger, subjection 
or humility, elation, and tenderness. All the other so-called emotions 
are really compound and derivative. Thus, for example, the feeling of 
awe is really a compound of subjection and fear. It is interesting to 
note that to McDougall such feelings as love, hate, happiness, sorrow, 
envy, resentment are compound and derivative rather than primary. 
Hence, if his analysis be true of social and political action, none of 
these feelings can be regarded as the true and ultimate bases. 

To McDougall the seven primary emotions are extremely important, 
but even more important are the fundamental instincts of mankind. 
In his psychological system an instinct is an innate tendency to act in 
a certain way, while a primary emotion is an innate tendency to feel 
in a certain way. To McDougall these innate tendencies to act in a 
certain way are just as basic and fundamental as the innate tendencies 
to feel in a certain way. Some of the primary instincts are closely as- 
sociated with the primary emotions. Thus the instinct to flee from 
danger is closely associated with the emotion of fear; the instinct of 
repulsion with the emotion of divSgust. But it is not true that the 
emotion causes the instinct. Their relation is merely that of association; 
both are products of a long line of evolution. When a man suddenly 
confronts danger, he has the emotion of fear and the instinct to run 
away, and so on. Moreover, there are more instincts than there are 
primary emotions, and some of these extra instincts have aided in the 
development of the derived or secondary emotions. 

McDougall has no doubt whatever that mankind does possess a 
certain number of fundamental instincts. 

The human mind has certain innate or inherited tendencies which are the 
essential springs or motive powers of all thought, whether individual or col- 
lective, and are the bases from which the character and will of individuals 
and of nations are gradually developed. . . 

All agree that man has been evolved from prehuman ancestors whose lives 
were dominated by instincts, but some hold that as Man’s intelligence and 
reasoning powers developed his instincts atrophied until now in civilized 
man instinct persists only as troublesome vestiges of his prehuman state. . . . 
Others assign them a more prominent place in the constitution of the 
human mind; for they see that intelligence as it increased with the evolution 
of the higher animals and of man did not supplant and so lead to the atrophy 
of the instincts but rather controlled and modified their operation.'^ 
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McDougall himself goes even further than this and insists that man, 
even modern man, “has at least as many instincts as any of the animals,' 
and that even with civilized man these in-stincts 

play a leading part in the determination of human conduct and mental proc- 
ess.^® [With man as with animals,] some sense impression or combination of 
sense impressions excites some perfectly definite behavior, some movement or 
train of movements, which is the same in all individuals of the same species and 
on ail similar occasions. And in general the behavior so occasioned is of a kind 
either to promote the welfare of the individual animal or of the community 
to which he belongs, or to secure the perpetuation of the species.^^ 

McDougall goes on to tabulate an elaborate list of the fundamental 
instincts in man and attempts to show how they motivate most human 
actions, both individual and collective. To him, the primary instincts 
are: (1) the instinct of flight when confronted with danger; (2) the in- 
stinct of repulsion when confronted with some disagreeable object; 
(3) the instinct of curiosity when confronted with something new; (4) the 
instinct of pugnacity or the tendency to fight to overcome obstacles; 
(5) the instinct of self-abasement or subjection when the individual con- 
fronts another individual seemingly more powerful; (6) the instinct of 
self-assertion or self-display when the individual associates with persons 
supposedly his equals; (7) the parental instinct, i.e., the paternal and 
maternal instincts; (8) the sexual instinct, the instinct to reproduce one- 
self; (9) the gregarious instinct, the tendency of men to live in groups; 
(10) the instinct of acquisition or the tendency to collect and hoard 
various objects; (11) the constructive instinct, the tendency to make 
things, “from a mud pie to a metaphysical system or a code of laws.” 

In addition to these eleven specific instincts, McDougall believes 
there are also five general or non-specific “innate tendencies.” One of 
these is sympathy, meaning the tendency to experience certain feelings 
and emotions “when and because we observe in other persons the ex- 
pression of that feeling or emotion.” The second is suggestibility, the 
tendency of mankind to act on suggestions from outside sources — the 
acceptance with conviction of communicated propositions even in the 
absence of logically adequate grounds for their acceptance. The third 
is the tendency to imitate or the copying by one individual of the 
actions and body movements of another. The fourth is the tendency to 
play. The fifth is the tendency to form habits, “ the tendency for every 
process to be repeated more readily in virtue of its previous occurrence 
and in proportion to the frequency of its previous repetitions.” ** 

McDougall insists that his primary emotions and his primary instincts 
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and innate tendencies were the essential factors and the only essential 
factors in the development of social and political institutions. In this 
development intellect and reason, whether conscious or unconscious, 
played a very insignificant role. To him reason has usually had a 
pernicious and destructive effect upon social organization. Large 
powerful and stable communities have evolved under the blind workings 
of the reproductive and parental instincts. When man begins to act 
rationally, to question whether it is “wise’' and to his advantage to en- 
cumber himself with a wife and children, social and political decay have 
set in. “A weakening of the social sanctions of the parental and repro- 
ductive instincts by developing intelligence has played a great part in 
the destruction of some of the most brilliant and powerful societies of 
the past. Notably those of ancient Greece and Rome.” 

In like manner, McDougall admits that many manifestations of the 
fighting or pugnacious instinct are completely irrational. Among most 
primitive peoples intertribal warfare serves little or no rational purpose. 
“No material benefits are sought, a few heads and sometimes a slave 
or two are the only trophies gained.’’ The same is largely true of 
most civilized peoples. 

The history of Christendom is largely the history of devastating wars from 
which few individuals or societies have reaped any immediate benefit and in 
the causation of which the instinct of pugnacity of the rulers or of the masses 
of the people has played a leading part.^‘ 

But this fighting instinct, though irrational, has had beneficial results 
for mankind. In Borneo there are some tribes which are peaceful, 
others more or less warlike, others extremely warlike. 

It might he supposed that the peaceful people would be found to he superior 
in moral qualities to their more warlike neighbors, but the contrary is the case. 
In almost all respects the advantage lies within the warlike tribes. Their 
houses are better built, larger and cleaner; their domestic morality is superior; 
they are physically and mentally more active and in general are more trust- 
worthy. Above all their social organization is firmer and more efficient. 
Each man identifies himself with the whole community and loyally performs 
the social duties laid upon him.^ 

A similar situation is evident amongst the civilized peoples. India 
and China which are more or less pacifistically inclined have shown less 
social progress than the European peoples who are notoriously pug- 
nacious.^^ In fact all through history the operation of the irrational 
fighting instinct, “far from being wholly injurious, has been one of the 
essential factors in the evolution of the higher forms of social organiza- 
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tion and in fact of those specifically social qualities of man, the high 
development of which is an essential condition of the higher social life ” 

In 1908, McDougall was worried by the fact that the European peoples 
were losing their instinct for pugnacity, since pacifism '‘would bring to 
an end what has been an important, probably the most important factor 
of progressive evolution of human nature, namely the selection of the 
fit and the extermination of the unfit (amongst both individuals and 
societies) resulting from their conflicts with one another.” 

The same defense of irrationalism is witnessed by McDougall ’s re- 
marks upon the subject of religion. McDougall believes that most 
dogmas of orthodox religion are absurd. Most of the dogmas are the 
result of the blind operation of the emotions of reverence and awe com- 
bined with a ridiculously false interpretation of social phenomena. 
Nevertheless 

the strength of the social sanctions derived from the belief in the super- 
natural powers . . . was a main condition of the strength and stability of 
society; and no society has been able to survive in any severe and prolonged 
conflict of societies without some effective system of such sanctions. ... In 
the main these societies which have been most stable and capable of enduring 
have been least tolerant of the spirit of inquiry; on the other hand the flourish- 
ing of scepticism has been too often the forerunner of social decay, as in 
ancient Rome. ... At the present time it may seem that in one small quarter 
of the world, namely Western Europe, society has achieved an organization 
so intrinsically stable that it may with impunity tolerate the flourishing of 
the spirit of inquiry and give free rein to the impulse of curiosity. But to 
assume this to be the case would be rather rash.^^ 

McDougall himself is a firm believer in natural as opposed to super- 
natural causation, but he is equally convinced that the general rejection 
of the doctrine of supernatural causation might well lead to the collapse 
of all our social and political institutions. 

It is interesting to note that upon the basis of his irrationalism 
McDougall proceeds to erect a system of political philosophy which 
bears strong family resemblance to that of the thoroughgoing etatists, 
in spite of his protest to the contrary. He is an eloquent advocate of 
the need for aristocratic leadership of and control over the group. 

The study of psychology convinces McDougall that the mental proc- 
esses of the adult man are partly the result of the working of his own 
irrational emotions and instincts, but that they are also in large measure 
the result of “the moulding influence exerted by the social environ- 
ment.” “Each man is an individual only in an incomplete sense; he is 
but a unit in a vast system of vital and spiritual forces which are express- 
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ing themselves in the form of human societies and working towards ends 
which no man can foresee.’* When a man thinks that he is reasoning 
logically, using nothing save his own intellect, he is really using the 
thought patterns which have been laid down by the group to which he 
belongs. These thought patterns are the product of an immensely long 
line of evolution, are patterns which have been produced by the mental 
activities of countless generations and are but very little modified by the 
members of society living at any one time. “Society consists of the 
dead as well as the living and the part of the living in determining its 
life is but insignificant as compared with the part of the dead.” 

Not only is the mental life of the individual conditioned consciously 
or unconsciously by the group of which he is a member, but so also are his 
conduct and the moral standard by which he judges his own conduct and 
that of his neighbors. In fact, the group in socializing man has also 
moralized him. Man is naturally “a creature in which the non-moral 
and purely egoistic tendencies are much stronger than altruistic tenden- 
cies.” Under the pressure of the group, man has developed a behavior 
pattern which is both moral and more or less altruistic. What we call 
our conscience is largely the result of the group working upon our minds. 
The group spirit is 

the principal if not the sole factor which raises a man’s conduct above the 
plane of pure egotism, leads him to think and care and work for others as 
well as himself. It is only by participation in the life of society that any 
man can realize his higher potentialities. Society has ideals and aims and 
traditions loftier than any principles of conduct the individual can form for 
himself unaided, and only by the further evolution of organized society can 
man be raised to higher levels. . . 

The collective actions of the well organized group become truly volitional 
actions expressive of a degree of intelligence and morality much higher than 
that of the average member of the group, and even, by reason of exultation 
of emotion and organized co-operation in deliberation, above that of its high- 
est members.*^ 

McDougall rejects Hegel’s doctrine of the World Spirit, but he does 
believe in the Hegelian doctrine of the group mind. 

The aggregate which is a society has in virtue of its past history positive 
qualities which it does not derive from the units which compose it at any 
one time, and in virtue of these qualities it acts upon its units in a manner 
very different from that in which the units interact with each other. . . 

A society when it enjoys a long life and becomes highly organized acquires 
a structure and qualities which are largely independent of the qualities of 
the individuals who enter into its composition and take part for a brief time 
in its life. It becomes an organized system of forces which has a life of its 
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own, a power of moulding all its component individuals and a power of per- 
petuating itself as a self-identical system, subject only to slow and gradual 
change.®* 

McDougall is such a believer in the excellence of group life that he 
urges that each person should be a member of several groups — one 
local, one occupational, and at least one recreational — a parallel to 
Hegel’s advocacy of “corporations.” But McDougall, like Hegel, 
declares that the supreme group, which coordinates and controls all 
the other groups, must be the national state. The national state is the 
group at the top of the hierarchy of other groups and also the great 
organization which embraces all other organizations. 

Not only does McDougall’s irrationalism lead him to a worship of 
the national state; it also leads him to advocate aristocratic leadership 
and control of the state, the other distinguishing feature of the etatist 
political philosophy. McDougall arrives at his aristocratic authoritar- 
ianism by distinguishing between the actions of the “well-organized 
group” and the actions of the mob or crowd. Whereas the actions of 
the “well-organized group” are more intelligent and more moral than 
those of the average member of the group, the actions of the simple 
crowd, being merely impulsive or instinctive, imply “a degree of intelli- 
gence and morality far inferior to that of the individual member of the 
crowd.” Now the chief difference between the crowd and the “well- 
organized group” is that in the latter “while the common end of collec- 
tive action is willed by all, the choice of means is left to those best quali- 
fied and in the best position for deliberation and choice.” Pure 
democracy, to McDougall is equivalent to mob rule; for the state to be 
a “well-organized group” it must be controlled by the “better minds” 
of the community. It is indicative of McDougali’s leaning towards au- 
thoritarianism that he cites the modern army as an always perfect ex- 
ample of a “well-organized group.” 

Deliberation and choice of means are carried out by the commander in 
chief and his staff, the persons who have shown themselves the best able to 
execute this part of the army task. But . . . the private soldier in the ranks 
remains a free agent performing truly volitional actions. ... He wills the 
common end, and believing that the choice of means to an end is best effected 
by the appropriate part of the whole organization, he accepts the means 
chosen, makes of them his proximate end, and wills them.®® 

Again and again McDougall returns to a defense of the aristocratic 
principle in government. 
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To follow and obey a leader is the simplest, most rudimentary fashion in 
which the crowd’s actions may become more effective, consistent, controlled. 

Not any one can be a leader, exceptional qualities are necessary If a 

people is to become a nation it must be capable of producing personalities 
who will play the part of leaders.*® 

The measurement of a great number of skulls of different races 

has shown that any large collection of skulls from one of the peoples who 
have formed a progressive nation invariably contains a certain small number 
of skulls of markedly superior capacity . . . while any similar number of 
skulls from one of the unprogressive peoples like the negro differs not so much 
in the smaller average size of the brain as in the greater uniformity of size, 
that is to say the absence of individuals of exceptionally large brains. . . 

Let us imagine the fifty leading minds in each great department of activity 
suddenly removed from among us. Clearly we should be reduced to intel- 
lectual, moral, aesthetic chaos and nullity in a very short time.'^ 

Incidentally McDougall agrees with the Nazi ideologists not only in 
claiming that certain individuals are greater, finer, and more intelligent 
than other individuals, but also in asserting that certain races are inher- 
ently superior to others and always will be so. It is only right, there- 
fore, that certain races, such as the white races, and especially the Nordic 
race, should be '‘the leaders’* of the inferior races, and especially of the 
Negro race. Moreover, while cross-breeding between closely related 
races results in the advancement of civilization, cross-breeding between 
unrelated races, especially between superior and inferior races, has 
disastrous results. 

IRRATIONALISM AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 
IN FRANCE AND ITALY 

The study of social psychology was not confined to England and 
America; it also attracted widespread attention on the continent of 
Europe. Numerous works on this subject appeared in Germany and 
elsewhere, but for some curious reason the most outstanding contribu- 
tions in the field were made in France and Italy. Especially notable 
were the works of Tarde, Durkheim, and Le Bon. In the writings of 
these men there is a strong emphasis upon the irrational element in 
human thought and conduct, and while none of these authors are out 
and out etatists, their conclusions give strong moral support to the 
etatist cause. 

Gabriel Tarde (1843-1904), like the other social psychologists, stressed 
the importance of the background of group life in interpreting individual 
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thought and action. Such thought and action is nearly always de- 
termined, not by individual reason or individual valuation, but by the 
mental interaction of the various members of the group to which the 
individual belongs. To Tarde nearly all phases of human behavior 
are motivated by three innate tendencies or instincts, the tendencies of 
imitation, of opposition, and of adaptation. Especial importance is at- 
tached to the imitative instinct, and in imitation Tarde includes both 
imitation proper and what McDougall calls suggestibility. Tarde 
admits that occasionally man is capable of original or inventive thought 
and action, which may or may not be based upon reason; but he is 
certain that the vast majority of our thoughts and actions are mere 
repetitions or imitations of the thoughts and actions of others. In many 
cases, moreover, this imitation has no logical or rational basis. “In 
general extra logical influences . . . interfere in the choice of the examples 
to be followed and often . . . the poorest innovations — from the point 
of view of logic — are often selected because of their place or even the 
date of their birth.’’ To Tarde imitation is the basis of all social and 
political institutions; in fact, as he frequently remarks, “Society is 
imitation.” Tarde is far from being a radical etatist. He ridiculed the 
ideas of the group mind and the national mind, so dear to the etatist 
thinkers, but his emphasis upon the group as shaping the thoughts and 
acts of the individual was warmly welcomed by the etatist philosophers. 
They also welcomed Tarde’s suggestion that new thoughts and new 
inventions are apt to start with the aristocracy and then spread by 
imitation to the common herd. 

fimile Durkheirn (1858-1917) differs radically from Tarde in many 
important respects, but he agrees with Tarde in claiming that most of 
man’s thoughts and acts are of non-rational origin and are imposed on 
him by the group or society to which he belongs. When we reason, or 
think we reason, we use such concepts as time or space or force, but all 
such concepts are not the creation of the individual mind, but have, 
without our knowing it, been imposed upon us by the group. Unlike 
Tarde, Durkheirn is a great believer in the real existence of “collective 
consciousness,” or the group mind, which differs radically from the 
minds of the individuals which compose the group. This group mind 
has ideas of its own, called by Durkheirn “collective representations” 
which exist outside the individual and come to his rnind as something 
exterior in the form of certain moral, legal, and logical rules. These 
“collective representations” are endowed with a power of coercion 
which allows them to impose themselves upon the individual irrespective 
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of the individuars own desires. To Durkheim ** collective conscious- 
ness is the highest form of psychic life. . . . Being placed outside of and 
above individual and local contingencies it sees things in their perma- 
nent and essential aspects. . . . Society sees better than individuals.'" ^ 
Durkheim himself was more interested in the smaller regional and occu- 
pational groups (Hegel’s corporations) than he was in the larger groups, 
such as the state, and argued for the restoration of the ancient occupa- 
tional associations as definitely recognized public institutions. Eco- 
nomic life was considered too specialized to be handled directly by the 
state with any chance of success. The activities of any given profession 
should be regulated by special guilds or corporations consisting of per- 
sons intimately acquainted with its functions and needs. Nevertheless 
Durkheim admitted that it was necessary for the state to serve as the 
supreme arbiter of the corporations, regulating and controlling their 
interactions. He was an advocate of what is now known in Italy as the 
corporative state. 

Gustave Le Bon (1841-1931) the third member of this group shows 
many interesting points of agreement and of disagreement with Durk- 
heini. With Durkheim and the other social psychologists, Le Bon em- 
phasizes the fact that man is not a logical animal. Man is apt to be- 
lieve the most illogical and unreasonable things if they correspond to his 
emotions and feelings. Moreover, most men find it impossible to live 
without many illogical and absurd beliefs. Most religious doctrines are 
ridiculous, but it is useless to try to sweep them away. A certain God 
or a certain form of religion may be overthrown, but before long a new 
form of God and a new set of dogmas, equally irrational, will inevitably 
arise. However, man’s beliefs, though -irrational, have played an 
enormous part in moulding human history, and any radical modifica- 
tion of these beliefs is bound to be followed by a great change in the 
whole social and political life of the people concerned. 

Le Bon, like Durkheim, believes in the existence of a group mind 
distinct from the minds of the individuals composing the group. In 
contrast with Durkheim, however, who thought that the group mind was 
better than the individual mind, Le Bon teaches that the group mind 
tends to a lower moral and intellectual level than the individual mind. 
Working by himself, a man may occasionally act and think rationally, 
but a group or a crowd always acts and thinks irrationally. The group 
mind is dominated by instinctive and subconscious emotions rather than 
by conscious thought. The group mind, moreover, is easily influenced 
by suggestion. As a result, the group or crowd is characterized by 
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emotional instability, by impatience, by intolerance, and by a sense 
of irresponsibility. McDougall distinguishes between well-organized 
groups, which are good, and unorganized groups, which are bad. To 
Le Bon all groups tend to be bad, though some are worse than others. 
Because of his attitude towards the group and the group mind, Le Bon 
tends to stress the need of individualism as opposed to collectivism or 
socialism. Far more important from the point of etatist tradition is 
the fact that Le Bon constantly preaches the need for authoritarian 
control by the select few — the true aristocrats of the country. To 
Le Bon democracy is the rule of the turbulent crowd. For civilization 
to advance, the crowd must be curbed, controlled, regulated by a small 
rational minority. 

The doctrines of Tarde, of Durkheim, of Le Bon played an important 
part in the shaping, or rather in the reshaping, of the etatist tradition. 
But the influence which these men exerted was largely indirect. Far 
more important and far more direct was the influence of the writings 
of two unique personalities, the French political writer, Georges Sorel, 
and the Italian sociologist, Vilfredo Pareto. 

Georges Sorel (1847-1922) played a significant but very peculiar role 
in the development of political philosophy. Sorel was a socialist, but 
his greatest influence was exerted upon political groups which violently 
assailed the whole foundations of socialism. Sorel was not only a 
socialist, but also a revolutionary socialist, yet many of his doctrines 
were hailed with delight by the French monarchists who wished to 
restore the Bourbons and the divine right of kings. These opinions 
were equally important in shaping the opinions of the Fascists in Italy 
and of the Nazis in Germany. 

As might be imagined, Sorel’s socialism was of a very peculiar sort. 
Most socialists have been enthusiastic defenders of extreme democracy. 
Sorel violently attacked democracy and all its works. He believed in 
autocratic control or dictatorship, though his dictatorship was to lie 
in the hands, not of the old effete aristocracy, but with a small, select 
group from the proletariat. Most socialists have been believers in an 
omnipotent state, which not only controls but also operates the means 
of production. Sorel, at least during his earlier years, disliked the state. 
The state, to him, has usually been the instrument of capitalist opera- 
tion and was to be regarded with distrust. The means of production 
was not to be owned by the state, but directly by the workers organized in 
syndicates or trade unions. In England and in America, at any rate; 



42.8 MODERN ABSOLUTISM 

most socialists, as opposed to communists, have advocated socializa- 
tion by evolution, not revolution, by political, rather than by “direct,” 
action. Sorel, on the other hand, was the apostle of violence, of revolu- 
tion, of socialization through the general strike rather than through 
control of the voting booths. Sorel, in short, was not a socialist in the 
ordinary sense of the word, but a believer in syndicalism, a movement 
which has been ably summarized by Coker as follows: “Syndicalism 
holds that the workers alone must control the conditions under which 
they work and live; the social changes they need can be achieved only 
by their own efforts, by direct action in their own associations, and 
through means suited to their peculiar needs.” ^ 

But though Sorel was a syndicalist, it would be a great mistake to 
identify Sorel and syndicalism too closely. Sorel was an acute observer 
rather than an active participant in the syndicalist movement. More- 
over, strange though it may seem, his syndicalist conclusions are the 
least important phase of his philosophy. Sorel’s main interest was 
advocating irrationalism and romantic heroism in political life, and to 
these two doctrines his other ideas are subordinated. I"or a while 
Sorel saw in syndicalism the finest embodiment of irrationalism and 
romantic heroism, and hence preached syndicalism. But he was pre- 
pared to admit that he might be mistaken on this point; that irrational- 
ism and romantic heroism might be better expressed in some other 
political creed, in which case he was perfectly willing to change from 
syndicalism to the new ideology. Late in life he switched from pure 
syndicalism, with its anarchic dislike of a sovereign political unit, to 
bolshevism, with its ideology of an omnipotent and despotic state. At 
other times he flirted with the French revolutionary monarchists. It 
is highly probable that, had he lived, Sorel would have been a passionate 
defender of Fascism and Naziisrn. It is certain that the Fascist and 
Nazi leaders, discarding Sorel’s non-essential syndicalism, have been 
deeply influenced by his interpretation of irrationalism and romantic 
heroism. 

At the basis of Sorel’s political philosophy were the theories of 
knowledge expounded by James, Bergson, and Nietzsche. He was 
convinced that reason or logic would never give us an insight into reality. 
With Bergson he argued that truth can only be ascertained by spiritual 
insight or intuition. In common with most of the social psychologists, 
Sorel insisted that man’s actions were only to a slight extent influenced 
by his reasoning, most human actions being motivated by irrational 
feelings, prejudices, sentiments. But whereas many of the social psy- 
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chologists regarded man’s irrational nature with sorrow, Sorel regarded 
man’s irrationality as his chief redeeming feature. As long as man is 
motivated by reason, or rational self-interest, man is selfish and ego- 
istic. It is only when man is dominated by irratioi.al impulses that 
he is capable of good or great or heroic actions. What we call heroic 
actions are heroic largely because they are foolish, certainly from the 
point of view of calculating logic. This is true both of men individually 
and also of man collectively. In opposition to those who think that 
every truth is useful and every superstition harmful, Sorel stresses the 
point that this belief is false. History shows us that the widespread 
acceptance of a truth may have disastrous social consequences, while 
the blind acceptance of an irrational dogma may be and frequently has 
been of the greatest benefit to mankind. These considerations led 
Sorel to formulate his most famous doctrine, the doctrine of the social 
myth. 

A myth, to Sorel, is '‘a body of images capable of evoking sentiment 
instinctively.” Every effective social movement known to history has 
been the result of the widespread acceptance of a myth. The fact that 
many of these myths were and are absurd is of no consequence whatever. 
Largely because they are irrational they supplv an emotional drivd that 
gives cohesion to a group and enables it to undertake positive action. 
The early Christians expected the immediate return of Christ and the 
inauguration of the kingdom of the saints at any moment. This doc- 
trine was ridiculous, but it gave the Christians a driving power which 
enabled them to Christianize Europe. The hopes which Luther and 
Calvin formed of the religious exaltation of Europe were vain dreams, 
but these vain dreams brought about important and permanent changes 
in both church and state. The eighteenth century ideals of equality 
and liberty were irrational, yet these doctrines radically transformed 
the whole course of history. As in the past, so in the present. If we 
wish to change or improve the world, we must invent a new myth capa- 
ble of inspiring mankind to heroic action. 

To Sorel, the best myth for the workers to adopt was the myth of the 
general strike, the belief that the millennium would arrive when the 
proletariat should arise and by a swift universal strike overthrow all the 
established organs of government. In point of fact the myth of the 
general strike had very little effect upon subsequent political thought. 
Even among the proletariat it met with only a feeble response. What 
is of real importance is that Sorel’s doctrine of the existence and value 
of myths was taken over by the Fascists and Nazis and made an in- 
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tegral part of their philosophy. Thus we find that one of the most 
important expositions of Nazi ideology is Rosenberg’s The Myth of the 
Twentieth Century, which is a reinterpretation of Sorel’s doctrine of 
myths in the light of Hitlerism. We find Mussolini making use of the 
following words:' “We have created our myth. The myth is a faith, 
it is passion. It is not necessary that it shall be a reality. It is a 
reality by the fact that it is a goad, a hope, a faith, that it is courage. 
Our myth is the Nation, our myth is the greatness of the Nation!” 

Sorel’s irrationalism' made him accept and reinterpret Nietzsche’s 
doctrine of the artificial basis of all moral standards. Morality is not 
an eternally valid code of right and wrong to be known by reason 
or revelation or conscience. Every moral code is merely a standard 
created by a group to protect its own interests, to aid it in the struggle 
for survival or in dominating other groups. No group can hope to be 
successful unless it imposes a stern discipline upon its members; this 
discipline takes the form of a code of morals. Sorel was keenly inter- 
ested in moral problems, but he rejected the old traditional code of 
morality as being the product of a group of which he disapproved — 
bourgeois society dominated by capitalistic ideals. He demanded that 
the workers realize they formed a group apart and that they should 
construct for themselves a new morality and a new code of morals and 
no longer rely upon traditional morality. 

This new morality, which the working classes must create to protect 
their interests as a group, must discard many of the moral maxims of the 
past. The new morality must reject the sentimental humanitarianism 
of the old morality. The new morality must be based upon the class war 
and it must be realized that anything which weakens the workers as a 
group is ipso facto immoral. Hence pity, kindliness, gratitude of 
workers towards employers, must be rejected. The new morality de- 
mands that the workers learn to bite the hand which feeds them. Only 
thus can the workers learn group solidarity, which is the basis of group 
discipline, the basis of true morality. .The new morality demands that 
the workers learn the art of Violence, of sabotage, of confiscation. 
The new morality teaches the workers how to expel the capitalist 
from the productive domain and how to seize and operate for their own 
advantage the workshops created by capitalism. The sentimental 
humanitarianism of the traditional morality is really based upon 
middle class cowardice and must be despised and not revered. 

It is interesting to see how Sorel’s doctrine of the new morality was 
taken over and transformed by the apostles of Fascism and Naziism. 
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Both historically and logically the ethics of proletarian violence advo- 
cated by Sorel led to the ethics of etatist violence advocated by Musso- 
lini and Hitler. As Sorel himself said, “Proletarian violence . . . seems 
to be the only means by which the European nations, at present stupi- 
fied by humanitarianism, can recover their former energy. . . . Every- 
thing can be saved if the proletariat by their use of violence ^manage to 
re-establish the division into classes and so restore to the middle class 
something of its former energy. “ ^ Sorel, to be sure, wished to quicken 
the middle classes into energetic action only that they might be the more 
quickly destroyed. The Fascists and Nazis transformed Sorel’s doctrine 
into the notion that the middle classes, rejecting their old sentimental 
humanitarianism, might be quickened into energetic and violent action 
in order that they might not be destroyed. The revolutionary syndical- 
ism of post-war Italy and the threat of communist revolution in de- 
pression-ridden Germany made the Italian and German middle and 
lower middle classes flock to the banners of the Fascist and Nazi leaders, 
who preached that proletariat violence must be met by middle class 
violence, and that the middle classes must strike first — and hard. 

Of especial significance is the fact that most of the Fascist and Nazi 
leaders have adopted an attitude similar to that of Sorel towards the 
problems of morals. With Sorel, they agree that a code of morals is 
merely the discipline which a group in its struggle for power imposes 
upon its members. With Sorel, they agree that the only real standard 
of good and bad is whether or not the action in question tends to increase 
the power and prestige of the group. With Sorel, they agree that the 
traditional morality with its sentimental humanitarianism must be 
discarded in favor of a new, vigorous, and realistic morality. They 
disagree with Sorel only in proclaiming that the all-important group is 
not the proletariat but the nation-state. To the Fascists and the Nazis, 
violence, confiscation of alien property, the breach of solemnly made 
treaties, and aggressive warfare are perfectly moral if these actions can 
be shown to add to the power and prestige of nation-states which 
undertake them. 

The third and last feature of the Sorelian political philosophy is the 
idea that what is most needed by mankind is heroism, and that heroism 
consists, not in thinking or talking, but in acting. As mere logic or 
reason gets us nowhere, the persons who devote themselves to thinking 
and theorizing are to be despised. Sorel admits that talking and 
talkers have a place in human affairs, but only in so far as eloquence 
leads men to action. The important social myths have been spread 
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by talking, but it should never be forgotten that these myths, in so faf 
as they have value, “are not descriptions of things, but expressions 
of a determination to act.’* Sorel assailed democracy and parliamen- 
tary or representative institutions because all such institutions are 
much more suited to talking than to acting. To Sorel, as to Carlyle, 
parliamentary discussion is largely idle chatter and parliamentary 
assemblies time-wasting debating clubs. But whereas Carlyle wished 
to preserve parliamentary institutions in an attenuated form, Sorel 
wished to destroy them altogether, thereby assuming an attitude which 
the Fascists and Nazis could adopt with little or no modification. 

If civilization is to be saved, mankind must be inspired, not only to 
action, but to heroic action. Men 

must be convinced that the work to which they are devoting themselver 
is a serious, formidable, and sublime work. It is only on this condition that 
they will be able to bear the innumerable sacrifices imposed on them by e 
propaganda which c<ui procure them neither honors, profits, nor even im 
mediate intellectual satisfaction.'*® There would never have been great acte 
of heroism in war if each soldier, while acting as a hero, yet at the same time 
claimed to receive a reward appropriate to his deserts. When a column h 
sent to an assault the men at the head know that they arc sent to their death 
and that the glory of victory will be for those passing over their devid bodies 
to enter the enemy’s position. However, they do not reflect on this injustice, 
but march forward 

Heroic action necessarily implies the willingness to live dangerously, 
to take risks, to play for gigantic stakes, knowing, but not caring, that 
at any moment all may be lost. True heroes seek out the hazardous 
in their enterprises. Sorel despised the bourgeois, democratic, liberal 
movement because the members of this movement, the typical “Bab- 
bitts” (as we should say), always wish to play safe. Such persons arc 
afraid of the new, the unknown, of taking risks. Fconornically they 
avoid farseeing schemes which involve the possibility of financial loss, 
politically they are terrified of any change which might disturb the fixed 
balance of political forces in the country. Because of this cowardice 
on the part of the middle class liberals, they can be terrified into giving 
up most of their rights by a resolute minority which is willing to take 
risks. In fact, social and political advances in the past have usually 
been accomplished by the granting of rights by the bourgeoisie in 
abject fear as an insurance against violence or revolution. 

Experience shows that the middle classes allow themselves to be plundered 
quite easily, provided that a little pressure is brought to bear, and that they 
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are intimidated by the fear of revolution; that party will possess the future 
which can most skillfully manipulate the spectre of revolution. . . 

Syndicalist leaders teach the workers that it is not at all a question of 
demanding favors, but that they must profit by middle class cowardice to 
impose the will of the proletariat.**^ 

Middle class cowardice very much resembles the cowardice of the 
English Liberal Party which constantly proclaims its absolute confidence 
in arbitration between nations. Arbitration nearly always gives disas- 
trous results for England. Many Englishmen believe that by humiliat- 
ing their country they will arouse more sympathy towards themselves. 
This supposition is not borne out by the facts. “ But these worthy pro- 
gressives prefer to pay or even to compromise the future of their coun 
try rather than face the horrors of war.” other words, success is 

bound to come to the resolute, heroic minority who know what they 
want and have the will to act when the opportunity comes. 

Sorel preached his doctrine of heroic action, of getting what you want 
by threats, to the members of the French proletariat. The members of 
the French proletariat paid him only scant heed, but his sermons found 
a warm response in the breasts of the Fascist and Nazi leaders. Musso- 
lini and Hitler, at the head of a resolute minority willing to risk all, not 
only have made themselves the masters of their own countries, but also 
have been able to “profit by middle class cowardice” and to impose the 
will of the dictators upon a large portion of the civilized world. England 
is no longer governed by the Liberal Party, but in 1938 Hitler found “ the 
worthy Conservatives prefer to pay or even to compromise the future 
of their country rather than face the horrors of war.” 

Sorel’s doctrine of the need for heroic action made him reject the 
optimivsm adopted by so many of the earlier political philosophers. 
Optimism, the belief that men and conditions are fundamentaiiy good 
in spite of certain imperfections, is incompatible with the instinctive 
feelings of the hero, for the hero wishes to transform everything around 
him. The hero feels and must feel (like the early Christian) that 
ordinarily mankind left to itself is wicked, but that with heroic action 
T can be saved. The hero feels and must feel that present-day social, 
political, and economic conditions are horrible, that to reform them needs 
gigantic effort and the overcoming of many obstacles; but the hero wel- 
comes gigantic efforts; he is thrilled, not discouraged, by the prospect 
of obstacles to overcome. 

Along with optimism, Sorel also rejected the theory of inevitable 
progress. Formulated by Kant and Fichte, developed by Hegel, the 
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doctrine of inevitable progress had been taken over by many socialists 
and occupied a central position in the Marxist political creed. To Sorel, 
however, the belief in romantic heroism seemed inconsistent with the 
belief that progress is continuous and inevitable. If we believe that 
progress is inevitable, we are content to float along with the tide; we are 
sure that we improve whether we make a violent effort to do so or not. 
Belief in inevitable progress means paralysis of the will — the heroic 
will to act and to create. Sorel agreed with Bergson that man is free 
and not determined; that man may be influenced but not controlled 
by his racial, geographic, or economic background. Man being free, 
man’s future cannot be determined nor even scientifically forecast. 
Man not only is but must be made to feel free to carve out his own future. 
The hero is a genuine creator, not merely a pawn moved by some mysteri- 
ous power forcing him and his fellow beings ever upwards and on- 
wards. Progress is possible, but it is not certain. It is not even prob- 
able unless man be reawakened to the need for irrational but heroic 
action. 

Even more important than Sorel in the transformation of the etatist 
tradition was his great friend, Vilfredo Pareto (1848-1923), called by 
many the morning star of the Fascist movement, by others the Karl 
Marx of Fascism, as his writings have been accepted with almost as 
much reverence by the Fascists as the writings of Marx have been 
accepted by the socialists and communists. We know that Mussolini 
was strongly influenced by Pareto and claims to have studied under him. 
It was Pareto who converted Mussolini from socialism; it was Pareto’s 
doctrine of the elite and the circulation of the elite which paved the- 
way for the Fascist theory of the totalitarian state. 

Pareto’s mother was a French woman, and he himself was born in 
FVance, but his father was an Italian of a distinguished bourgeois 
family which had been ennobled by Napoleon, and most of Pareto’s 
early life was spent in Italy. During the latter part of his career, Pareto 
held the post of Professor of Economics and Sociology at the University 
of Lausanne in Switzerland. When Mussolini came into power, Pareto 
was offered the post of Italian delegate to the Disarmament Conference 
held under the auspices of the League of Nations, a post which he de- 
clined, but he did accept appointment as a member of the Italian Senate, 
and wrote several contributions for Mussolini’s personally owned news- 
paper. His death in 1923 makes it impossible for us to know how he 
would have greeted the later developments of Fascism. 
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Pareto occupies a very peculiar position in political philosophy — a 
position which can best be described as that of a disillusioned rationalist 
and a disillusioned liberal. Unlike many of the other philosophical 
irrationalists, Pareto believed that ultimate truth, as far as it can be 
known at all, can never be known through instinct or intuition, but only 
by reason, or at least by rational or logical experimentation (differing 
thus from Hegel, who believed in logic minus experimentation). In 
later life, however, Pareto became convinced that the vast majority of 
human actions have very little to do with logical experimental motiva- 
tions and that all social and political studies must be based upon the 
fact that human behavior is, by and large, completely irrational. In 
like manner, Pareto in his younger days was an ardent liberal and 
resigned from the service of the government of Italy because of the 
Italian government’s departure from the orthodox liberal policy of 
laissez faire and free trade. In later years he became more and more 
disgusted with the weakness and corruption of the so-called liberal- 
democratic governments of Italy and France, and felt that European 
civilization could only be saved from destruction by having a new 
aristocracy seize power and rule over the stupid mob with an iron and 
relentless hand. 

Pareto was the author of many books and articles, the most important 
being his great treatise on sociology, known in the English translation as 
The Mind and Society, In this work he deals with many different phases 
of economic, social, and political life, but all the phases of his thought 
are dominated by two central doctrines, the first being that men are 
irrational, the second that men are, always have been, and always will 
be, unequal in their capacities and potentialities. 

Pareto’s belief in man’s irrationality came from a profound, though 
rather unsystematic, study of the motivations underlying human con- 
duct. Pareto admitted that occasionally, very occasionally, human 
conduct is regulated by reason, but he pointed out that in many cases 
the stimulus to activity is not logic, but such factors as geographic en- 
vironment and racial, historic, and economic background. More im- 
portant still are the roles played by the two factors to which he gives the 
rather peculiar names of residues and derivations. By residues Pareto 
means what others (such as McDoiigall) call the basic instincts and emo- 
tions, or rather the manifestation of these basic instincts and emotions 
and sentiments, as witnessed in human actions. By derivations Pareto 
means the patterns of thought, the pseudo-rational “myths,” ideas, and 
ideologies which most men think are rational, but which are really de* 
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rived from the residues and which have no sense apart from them. The 
derivations, to Pareto’s mind, arc instances of wishful thinking. 

It is interesting to note that though Pareto places as much emphasis 
upon the basic instincts and emotions as does McDougall, the list of 
the basic instincts and emotions as given by the two writers differs 
very considerably, a sure sign that the social psychologists are still far 
from the establishment of their theories upon a strictly scientific basis. 
Pareto gives us a long and complicated list of fundamental residues, into 
the details of which it is unnecessary to go. It is, however, important 
to observe that these residues are classified into six main groups, a 
classification that becomes very significant when we come to a consider- 
ation of Pareto’s views on politics. The first of these groups is “the 
tendency to form combinations,” the instinctive tendency to combine 
things and thoughts into a group. This tendency towards combination 
(McDougall would call it the instinct of construction) sometimes pro- 
duces absurd notions, such as the association of certain numbers with 
good luck and bad luck; it sometimes produces a great scientific system ; 
it is the tendency which produces the creative, progressive, inventive 
element in human affairs. The second group Pareto calls the residue 
or tendency towards “the persistence of aggregates,” the tendency to 
worship, defend, and protect the combinations which have been made 
by an earlier generation. This tendency leads to religious and political 
conservatism, a rcsistiince to the disintegration of old combinations and 
opposition to the formation of new ones. Sometimes this tendency is 
based upon the rational protection of combinations (political institu- 
tions, scientific theories) which have proved useful. At other times this 
same tendency leads to a fanatical faith that makes man ready to kill 
and be killed for his opinions, however grotesque these opinions may be 
and however disadvantageous they may be to the believer himself. 

The third group of residues consists of a tendency to express senti- 
ments by external acts, though these acts frequently have little or no 
logical relation with the sentiments or emotions which inspire them. 
A dog wagging its tail at the sight of its master is an example of this 
type of residue. Another example is the action of human beings at a 
revival meeting when they howl and weep and dance and laugh because 
they imagine that they are in the presence of their God. The fourth 
group of residues is the residues of gregariousness or sociability, the 
tendency in mankind to form groups, the desire of mankind to be like 
everyone else, the desire of men to impose their manners, mode of life, 
and beliefs on other people. Also included in this group by Pareto is 
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the feeling for hierarchical social position in which a man has a fixed 
place with reference to his fellow beings. The whole etatist philosophy 
is an example of the working out of the residues of sociability. The fifth 
group of residues consists of those tendencies which aim at the protec- 
tion of the integrity of the individual — the tendencies to promote 
individualism as opposed to etatism. Every individual who is a member 
of a group has certain notions regarding his proper relations with other 
members of the group and with the group as a whole. When these 
relations are disturbed, he feels acute distress, and ho tries cither really 
or symbolically to restore the former equilibrium. The sixth and last 
group of residues consists of the various manifestations of the sexual 
instinct. 

It will be noticed that the first and second and again the fourth and 
fifth groups of residues are more or less mutually contradictory. The 
first group, the tendency to change, to find and accept new combinations, 
is opposed by the tendency to preserve old combinations. The residues 
of sociability form a contrast to the residues aiming at the integrity of 
the individual. Nevertheless, Pareto feels that all the residues are to 
be found to some extent in every normal person. At the same time he 
stresses the fact that the strength or distribution of these residues in 
various individuals and in various groups is not the same. ^ Some per- 
sons and some groups are more dominated by the residues of combina- 
tion (desire for change) ; others by the residues leading to the persistence 
of aggregates (conservatism); and so on with the other groups. Even 
within a single community, in the course of time, through various cir- 
cumstances, the domination of one or the other of the residual groups 
may greatly change. When this change occurs, the social and political 
organization of the community invariably changes its form. 

Pareto believes that the residues, whether or noc we are conscious 
of their existence, are the most important factors in the motivntion of 
human conduct. Nevertheless the average man feels a hunger and 
thirst after reason, even though his actions are in reality completely 
irrational. As a result he invents all manner of pseudo-logical reasons 
to explain his own conduct. The pseudo-logical, the would-be rational 
myths and ideas in which men believe, are what Pareto calls the deriva- 
tions. The residues, the basic emotions and instincts, disguise them- 
selves as derivations or would-be rational beliefs and explanations. 
Men think that they are rational when they accept this or the other 
type of derivation or ideology, but in the majority of cases an ideology 
is accepted or rejected not so much because it is true or false, but 
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because of its agreement or disagreement with their residues. To 
Pareto all the old liberal notions of democracy, jtistice, equality, free- 
dom, progress, are merely non-logical derivations, and are just as 
fallacious as the crudest superstitions. 

The derivations of Pareto correspond to, or at least include, what 
Sorel called the social myths. Like Sorel, Pareto stresses the fact 
that belief in non-logical derivations (or myths) frequently serves a 
very useful purpose. The acceptance only of rational truths might well 
lead to the disintegration and breakdown of society, while the belief 
in a non-logical or even absurd derivation may well have a stabilizing 
effect upon social institutions. There is, however, one difference be- 
tween Sorel and Pareto. Sorel thought that myths are just as important 
and just as powerful as the basic instincts and emotions. Pareto denies 
this and insists that the instincts and emotions (his residues) are more 
stable, more constant, and more potent than most derivations. Never- 
theless, Pareto admits that human history has been profoundly influ- 
enced by the derivations and even admits that the derivations may 
influence the residues of a people, or at least bring about the domina- 
tion of certain residues at the expense of others. 

Pareto believes that the ruling class of each country should make a 
profound study of the residues and derivations. By knowing which 
derivations are and which are not in accord with the residues, they can 
choose and promote (by propaganda) derivations which will find 
widespread acceptance. Thus the derivation of “the nation” or “the 
honor of the nation” is much more powerful and much more easily 
accepted than others, such as the general strike, because of its intimate 
association with such residues as the persistence of aggregates and 
sociability. By the wise use of such derivations the ruling class can 
keep its control and induce the masses to follow their leadership with a 
minimum of difficulty and with a minimum use of armed force. 

Turning now from Pareto’s irrationalism to his other basic doctrine, 
the belief in the inequality of human beings, we find that this doctrine 
is associated with two concepts to which Pareto devotes a great deal of 
attention. One of these is the concept of the elite. The other is the 
concept of the circulation of the elite. In examining the question of 
the elite, Pareto points out that mankind, far from being equal or uni- 
form, shows an enormous amount of divergence. Some are stronger, 
others arc weaker; some are wiser, others more stupid; some tend to be 
law-abiding, others are more or less criminally inclined ; some have more, 
others less, artistic, musical, and literary ability. As a result there are 
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in every community special groups of persons outstanding for their 
ability in some particular line. Such groups Pareto calls groups of 
elite. Thus there is in every civilized community an artistic, a sporting, 
a scientific elite, and also a relatively small group of persons who 
dominate the political and economic forces of the country. In his 
detailed study of the elites, Pareto pays especial attention to this gov- 
erning elite, which includes not only persons occupying the higher posts 
in the machinery of government, but also the powerful financiers and 
industrialists, who directly or indirectly exert an enormous influence 
upon governmental activity. Pareto would include in this elite the 
high ranking officers of the military forces, though in modern times such 
persons take an active part in governmental affairs only in times of crises. 

Pareto is thoroughly convinced that each and every country is really 
dominated by an elite, however democratic its political organization 
may be in theory. As Sorokin, paraphrasing Pareto, puts it, “There 
never has been any social or political system in which equality or real 
democracy has been realized. What is styled democracy is rather 
plutocracy, the control of the governed principally through deceit, 
machinations, and combinations, and by demagogues, capitalists, 
hypocrites, and cynical persons.” The followers of Pareto, like many 
so-called radicals, claim that America, far from being a true democracy, 
is in large measure controlled by the “60 families, the representatives 
of the great industrial and financial interests, such as the Rockefellers 
and the Morgans. But Pareto would also have included in the Ameri- 
can governing elite such rabble-rousers as Huey Long, Father Coughlin, 
and Dr. Townsend; such clever political manipulators as James Farley; 
and of course such shrewd masters of political technique as Presidents 
Theodore and Franklin Roosevelt. Pareto believes that there is a real 
biological difference between the elite and the masses. Pareto was not 
and did not claim to be an anthropologist. He ignored the problem as 
to whether one race or body type was superior to others (though it is 
probable that he did believe in such racial differentiation). It is certain, 
however, that he did believe that within each race there are certain 
groups which are innately and inherently superior, more intelligent 
than others. Generally, though not invariably, this group tends to 
climb to the top of the social, economic, and political pyramid. Thus, 
the followers of Pareto point with glee to the fact that intelligence tests 
in a large number of schools have shown that the average intelligence 
of the upper and middle class students is higher than that of the children 
of the poor. 
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In short, Pareto claims that at all times and at all places a community, 
whatever its nominal constitution, is dominated by a small group of 
elite. But he also contends that there is always a “circulation of the 
elite” — the fall of certain members from the group of the elite to the 
rank of the masses, and the rise of certain outstanding members of the 
masses into the ranks of the elite. Sometimes this class transformation 
or circulation takes place freely and rapidly (“three generations from 
shirt sleeves to shirt sleeves”); at other times, because of artificial bar- 
riers, this circulation takes place slowly and imperceptibly. But it 
can never cease entirely or the civilization of the community concerned 
decays and the existing organization is eventually swept away either 
as the result of external aggression or of internal revolution. A com- 
munity must indeed be governed by an elite, but no one fixed group of 
elite has or can have a permanent existence. History, says Pareto, is 
the graveyard of aristocracies. Any one group of aristocrats sooner 
or later loses its power by being overthrown or else loses its identity 
through the constant adoption of prominent members of the ma.sses 
into its own ranks. 

Much of Pareto’s political theory is closely associated with his theory 
of the circulation of the elite and as a result this phase of his system has 
for us especial significance. Pareto stresses the fact that though no elite 
is permanent, .some elites are far more enduring, more stable, and more 
successful than others, depending upon the methods they use to maintain 
their integrity and. to preserve their domination over the masses. There 
are, he says many types of elite, but there are three main types. Pareto 
himself gives no names to these types, but we may, for the sake of con- 
venience, call them type A, the elite of the old regime; type B, the 
liberal-democratic elite; and type C, the Fascist-Nazi elite. Type A, 
the elite of the old regime, was the type of elite found in France in the 
eighteenth century. Here the governing class formed a more or less 
closed group; the free circulation of the classes w\as hindered and almost 
prevented. As a result stagnation and dry rot set in, a condition which 
soon led to the French Revolution. Type B we call the liberal-demo- 
cratic elite as it is the type of elite most ofU'ii found in countries with a 
Lil)eral (favoring individualism) or democratic constitution. With this 
type of governing class the circulation of the elite is made easy and 
rapid, but this type also breaks down before long because of its selfish- 
ness, inefficiency, and corruption. Type C we call the Fascist-Nazi 
type of elite, because the description which Pareto gives us of this type 
corresponds almost exactly to the group which, subsequent to the 
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composition of Pareto’s book, came into power in Italy and Germany. 
In some ways this type is halfway between type A and type B. Class 
circulation is permitted, but only slowly and under closely guarded 
conditions. Individual initiative is permitted (as in type B), but great 
stress is laid upon authoritarian and hierarchic principles (as in type A). 
An attempt is made to win the favor of the masses by the use of deriva- 
tions and propaganda (as in type B), but no hesitation is felt in using 
brute force to command obedience (as in type A). Pareto feels that 
even this type of elite will sooner or later break down, but compared 
with the Ollier types, it is stable, efficient, and successful. If, after all, 
we have to choose between these three types, there is no doubt in 
Pareto’s mind that we should choose the Fascist-Nazi type of elite 
rather than either of the others. 

Pareto spends very little time di.scussing the merits and defects of 
type A, the elite of the old regime, probably because this type of elite 
is now only of historic importance. But he is insistent that any elite 
which constitutes a completely closed group is bound to decay. “If 
human aristocracies were like thoroughbreds among animals, which 
reproduce themselves over long periods with approximately the same 
traits, the history of the human race would be something altogether 
different from the history we know.’’ If men, like thoroughbred 
animals, bred true to type, it would be possible for an elite of type A 
to continue indefinitely; but they do not, and as a result an elite of this 
sort is exceedingly unstable. An hereditary aristocracy invariably 
decays in numbers and eventually dies out. The ancient aristocracies 
of Athens and of Rome have vanished without leaving any descent. 

Where in France are the descendants of the hrankish conquerors? The 
genealogists of the English nobility have been very exactly kept ; they show 
that very few families still remain to claim descent Irom the comrades of 
William the Conqueror. In Germany the aristocracy of the present day is 
very largely made up ot descendants of vassals of lords of old.^^ 

These hereditary aristocracies “decay not in numbers only. They 
decay also in quality, in the sense that they lose their vigor, that there 
is a decline in the proportion of the residues which enabled them to 
win their power and hold it.” It is certain that some of the sons of 
the elite will be less able than their fathers, and in the long run the 
ruling group will contain an increasing percentage of unfit members. 
If the elite remains closed, there is an accumulation of inferior elements 
in the governing class and of superior elements in the lower classes. 
Prestige, customary veneration, or the use of force may keep such an 
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elite in power for a considerable length of time, but sooner or later 
there is a revolution, a crash. “Revolutions come about through the 
accumulation in the higher strata of society ... of decadent elements, 
no longer possessing the residues suitable for keeping them in power, 
and shrinking from the use of force, while meantime in the lower strata 
of society elements of superior quality are coming to the fore, possessing 
residues suitable for exercising the functions of government and willing 
enough to use force. “ Hence the French Revolution, ending one 
classic example of an elite of the old regime, came about. 

Quite different in character, but in Pareto’s opinion, not much 
better, is the elite of type B, the liberal-democratic elite, or rather 
the type of elite which flourishes in countries which have nominally 
a liberal-democratic form of political organization. “Whether uni- 
versal suffrage prevails or not, it is always an oligarchy that governs, 
finding ways to give to ‘the will of the people’ that expression which 
the few desire.” Nevertheless, in a country which has universal or 
even a wide suffrage, a peculiar type of oligarchy or elite tends to arise, 
quite different in aims and character from the governing group which 
exists in theocratic or authoritarian states. According to Pareto, demo- 
cratic countries tend to produce a governing class of what he calls 
“speculators.” To Pareto the word speculator has rather a peculiar 
significance. To him, most men may be divided Into two main types — 
one the “speculator,” the other the “rentier.” The speculator is 
one who would rather work on a commission; the rentier is one who 
would rather work on a fixed salary. The speculator is interested in 
new enterprises and likes to buy stocks; the rentier prefers the old 
established, the safe and sound, enterprises, and likes to buy bonds. 
The speculator is progressive; he likes to make new combinations, or, 
to use Pareto’s phraseology, he is dominated by the residues of group 
one. The rentier is conservative; he wishes to preserve the existing 
combinations, or he is dominated by the residues of group two. The 
speculator tends to have a keen inquiring mind and is rather skeptical 
In matters of religion and philosophy. The rentier tends to keep a 
simple faith in existing dogmas and theories. 

The speculator tends to be an individualist, dominated by the residues 
of group five (the integrity of the individual). The rentier tends to be 
a collectivist, as he feels greater security in group action, and is domi- 
nated by the residues of group four (sociability). The speculator tends 
to be more corrupt and dishonest than the more simple rentier, who 
blindly clings to the existing code of morals. Finally, and this is a 
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very important point, the speculator, being himself a cunning person, 
puts more faith in brains than in brawn. He is terrified of violence 
and hesitates to use violence himself. The rentier, on the other hand, 
is more terrified of cunning than he is of force. He has less hesitation in 
using force or violence when he sees his security endangered or his 
favorite ideologies attacked. 

In Pareto’s political philosophy a liberal-democratic state is pictured 
as one in which the masses or the bulk of the population tend to be 
of the rentier type, while the ruling oligarchy tends to be of the specu- 
lator type. What Pareto calls the speculator type is what we in America, 
using the language of the street, call the '‘hustler,” the “man of pep,” 
the “wide-awake individual,” the “live wire.” In most democracies 
ample opportunities are given such persons to rise in the social, eco- 
nomic, and political hierarchy, while the rentier type, being more passive, 
less aggressive, tends to stay in the station in which he is born. Pareto 
points out that there are many advantages to a social system in which 
the bulk of the population are of the rentier type and the governing 
elite of the speculator type. The rentier element provides the com- 
munity with its necessary cohesion and stability; the speculator element 
provides the community with the initiative necessary for growth, ex- 
pansion, reconstruction. For a time, at least, the leadership of the 
speculator type, through the establishment of new industries and new 
forms of business combinations, promotes the economic welfare of the 
('ountry. But sooner or later, and sooner rather than later, an elite 
of this sort is bound to fall — first, because this type of elite has an 
inevitable tendency to become corrupt and, also, because this type of 
elite is apt to be weak and vacillating, unable and unwilling to use 
force even when faced with loss of power. 

Pareto admits that many persons of the speculator type may be 
personally honest. Among this group have been found some of the 
greatest idealists and reformers the world has ever seen, but he insists 
that in a normal democracy governmental control tends to pass more 
and more into the hands of the crafty, self-seeking manipulator.- In 
fact, the public, the stupid masses, prefer to be led by a person who 
“bamboozles” them rather than by one who is rigidly honest, who 
tells them uncomfortable truths, and who tries to make them do what 
they ought to do (in their own self-interest) instead of what appeals 
to their illogical sentiments. From time to time “reform” adminis- 
trations come in, but they are seldom popular, and before long are 
succeeded by another long period of “machine ” administration. Pareto 
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is convinced that a liberal-democratic form of government invariably 
leads to government by such institutions as Tammany Hall, to the 
rise of such men as Huey Long, to real control through lobbying and 
secret deals on the part of the “vested interests.” Even the would-be 
honest leader finds it difficult to fight against such influences. 

In the United States Wilson and Bryan went into power as professed and 
probably sincere opponents of trusts and financiers, but actually they worked 
in their favor in maintaining anarchy in Mexico with a view to securing a 
President there who would be subservient to American finance.®^ 

Pareto naturally makes a more detailed study of Italy, his native 
country, analyzing at great length the type of corruption in vogue in 
Italian politics in the pre-war liberal-democratic period. Pareto 
claims that Depretis, one of the most successful prime ministers, “was 
a past master at utilizing the sentiments and interests then prevailing 
in the country. ... He made many speculators rich men by protective 
tariffs, railway deals, government contracts in which the state was 
robbed right and left, banking irregularities that were later exposed.” 
Giolitti, another prime minister, 

extended the franchise to strike terror into the hearts of the bourgeoisie 
and make himself its protector, meanwhile doing his utmost to look like a 

patron of the popular parties He did not w.int the war with 'turkey [of 

1911] and fought it only as a sop to certain sentiments, using it as an instru- 
ment of gov’crning. . . . He refused to increase army and navy appropriations 
in the degree retjuired because he did not care to exasperate the taxpayers. 
On the other hand, he made loud boast of the fact that in spite of his war 
[with Turkey] he had maintained or increased expenditures on public works 
and in subventions of various sorts to voters. He concealed the amounts the 
war had cost by disguising them in his budget reports, postponing payment 
of them to the future. He increased the public debt clandestinely by using 
long term treasury bonds, so filling the coffers of commercial and savings 
banks, but with grave risks of dangers to corne.®^ 

To Pareto’s mind the actions of Depretis and Giolitti are typical of all 
popular leaders in all liberal-democratic states. 

In addition to being corrupt, the government — or the elite — in a 
liberal-democratic country forms an essentially unstable group, one 
that soon disintegrates in times of crisis. This instability is partly due 
to the fact that in a liberal-democratic regime there is too rapid a cir- 
culation of the elite. In such a government it seldom happens that 
power rests with the same groups of persons for more than two or three 
generations. This rapid turn-over in the elite creates a very unstable 
equilibrium. Since this elite is of the speculator type, one interested in 
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new combinations and new enterprises rather than dominated by the 
desire to maintain the old combinations, it makes for instability. This 
type of elite neglects tradition and hence is easily swept away. F'inalh^ 
its inherent corruption tends to bring about its own destruction. Craft 
and cunning can go a long way, but eventually there is a day of reckon- 
ing. The liberal-democratic type of elite tends to be pacifistic, but 
frequently its political machinations lead to war, and in the chaos of 
war and post-war conditions, it is usually thrust out of power and forced 
to give way to a more powerful and more vigorous type of elite. Even 
without a war the corruption of a liberal-democratic elite leads to 
rapid disintegration. To Pareto a democracy is only a plutocracy in 
disguise, and in a plutocracy the rich get richer and the poor get poorer. 
Eventually the poor become restive; workers form unions; these unions 
gradually resort to sabotage, to strikes, to violence. As time goes on, 
the violence becomes greater. Peaceful picketing becomes bloody 
picketing; the ordinary strike is succeeded by the sit-down strike or the 
forcible seizure and illegal operation of the factories by the workers. 

Even at this stage the governing elite, being far more intelligent than 
the revolting rabble, could easily retain its power if it would only resort 
to force. But to Pareto the great weakness of the liberal-democratic 
type of elite is its spinelessness, its unwillingness to meet violence with 
brute force, its milk-and-watery humanitarianism in times of crisis. 
“In the majority of cases people who rely on their wits are or become 
less fitted to use violence.” ^ As the liberal-democratic type of elite 
relies almost entirely on its wits (or its cunning) it is easily corroded by 
the “poison of humanitarianism.” Again and again a governing group 
has been overthrown because of its supine unwillingness to employ force. 

If the class governing in h>ance [in the eighteenth century] had the faith that 
counsels the use of force and the will to use force, it would never have been 
overthrown, and procuring its own advantage would have procured the ad- 
vantage of France. ... If the victims of the September massacres, their 
kinsmen and friends had not, for the most part, been spineless humanitarians 
without a particle of courage or energy they would have annihilated their 
enemies instead of waiting to be annihilated themselves.®^ 

The ruling elite of modern democracies are very different from the 
old French aristocracy, but they, too, are threatened with extinction 
because of their chicken-heartedness. 

If a government sets out to protect employers or strike-breakers from vio- 
lence it is accused of “ interfering" in economic matters that do not concern it. 
If the police do not allow their heads to be broken without using their weapons 
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they are said to have “shown poor judgement/' to have “acted impulsively/' 
“ nervously." Like strike breakers they must be denied the right to use arms 
whenever they are attacked by strikers, for otherwise some striker might be 
killed. . . . Court decisions are impugned as “class decisions."®* 

In a democracy, in a word, we find '‘an appeal to sentiments of pity for 
the sufferings that are caused by the use of force, disregarding entirely the 
reasons for which the force is used and the utility or harm that results 
from using it.” Small wonder, with such wishy-washiness on the part 
of the governing classes that we find chaotic conditions, such as existed 
in pre-Mussolini or liberal Italy, and (Pareto would have added) 
in pre-Hitler or liberal Germany. Such chaos is followed either by a 
“red” revolution, mob or communist rule, or else by a “white” revolu- 
tion in which the more vigorous and energetic members of the middle 
and lower middle classes, fearful lest they lose their stake in the com- 
munity, seize the reins of power, put down the turbulent multitude and 
the striking workers with an iron hand, and, thrusting the old effete 
liberal-democratic elite aside, proceed to rule in their own right — a scene 
witnessed in the rise of Fascism and Naziism in Italy and Germany. 

This new elite differs from the old liberal-democratic elite not only 
in its personnel, but also in its whole structure, and in the type of 
persons who are allowed to come to the top. The new elite is what we 
have called type C, or the Fascist-Nazi type of elite. Pareto, of course, 
wrote when Fascism was in its infancy and Hitler was an unknown 
figure, and so could not apply this terminology, but the description he 
gives of the “new elite” fits alrriost perfectly with the governing groups 
which have grown up in the last few years in Italy and Germany. This 
new elite contains and must contain a small number of speculators, as 
otherwise the community would become completely stagnant. But the 
bulk of the new elite belongs to the rentier type, with the result that 
their attitude towards all economic and social problems is completely 
different from that of the old liberal-democratic elite. As the rentier 
wishes security above all else, he lashes out savagely at anyone who 
threatens his security. Unlike the speculator, he has no hesitation in 
using force to protect his interests, real or imaginary. The rentiers, 
to be sure, are generally more conservative than the speculators, but 
“there are evolutions, revolutions, innovations that the rentiers support, 
especially movements tending to restore to the ruling classes certain 
residues of group persistence.” Being believers in force themselves, 
they treat with scant courtesy the theories of the humanitarians and 
not infrequently persecute the humanitarians themselves, “and in so 



IRRATIONALISM 


447 


doing, to tell the truth, they are performing a useful public service, 
something like ridding the country of a baneful animal pest. . . . The 
country is saved from ruin, and is reborn to a new life."' 

The old liberal-democratic elite tended to be rather skeptical of 
traditional religious and social dogmas. The new Fascist-Nazi elite 
assumes a very different attitude towards these matters. A few of the 
more enlightened may despise these dogmas, but they are careful to 
use them as instruments in governing the populace. Tlie bulk of the 
new elite, however, because of their rentier background and their love 
for “the persistence of aggregates,” sincerely cling to traditional ecclesi- 
astical and social conventions. Very frequently this type of elite is not 
only rigid and “ narrow-minded ” in such matters; it also tends to become 
fanatical to the extent of persecuting those who are skeptical of its 
beliefs. For this reason the new elite has little use for rationalists or 
“intellectuals.” The intellectuals are either killed off or are forcibly 
silenced. Pareto rejoices to see such a development take place. 

The “intellectuals” of Europe, like the Mandarins of China, are the worst 
of rulers and the fact that our intellectuals have played a less extensive role 
than the mandarins in the conduct of public affairs is one of the many reasons 
why the lots of European peoples and the Chinese have been different, just 
as it explains why the Japanese led by their feudal chieftains are so much 
stronger than the Chinese.^® 

Religious and social dogmas may be and usually are sheer nonsense, but 
their blind acceptance constitutes a strong stabilizing influence. 

Pareto believes that the Fascist-Nazi type of elite tends to be more 
stable and permanent than the liberal-democratic type, which may be 
accounted for in several ways. First of all is the willingness of the 
Fascist-Nazi type of elite to use force. In a lengthy historical survey, 
Pareto cites the story of Sparta, of the Roman Empire, and of Venice, 
to prove that an elite, which corresponds in some ways to that of the 
Fascist-Nazi type and which is prepared to govern by force, may give a 
community security and enable it to survive for long periods. Even 
when a regime has lost all popular approval, it can persist for an in- 
definite period if it is prepared to use force to the limit. From Pareto’s 
point of view, it is perfectly clear that there are other reasons why the 
Fascist-Nazi type of elite should be more stable than its rivals. As 
opposed to the restless running after novelty characteristic of the 
liberal-democratic type, an elite of the Fascist-Nazi type is dominated 
by sentiments of group persistence and a desire to maintain established 
institutions. This in itself is a strong stabilizing influence. The 
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Fascist-Nazi type of elite, moreover, permits a certain amount of class 
circulation, thus preventing internal decay; but it insists that this cir- 
culation take place slowly and cautiously, thus escaping the unstable 
equilibrium of a too rapid circulation of the elite witnessed in most 
democratic countries. 

The Fascist-Nazi type of elite emphasizes the hierarchic principle in 
government, the social, economic, and political pyramid with power 
centered at the top, and this, according to Pareto, makes for both a 
more stable and a more efficient type of government. Finally, Pareto 
thinks that a Fascist-Nazi type of elite is more honest than its liberal- 
democratic rival if only because of the fact that the Fascist-Nazi type 
is too stupid and too lacking in enterprise to go out and make money 
for itself. Pareto believes that corruption is bound to take place in 
all forms of government. But under the rule of the Fascist-Nazi type 
of elite there is greater emphasis upon and belief in rigorous moral codes 
(however stupid these codes may be), and there is less willingness and 
less possibility of departing from these codes than in democratic coun- 
tries. The very fact that an elite is more honest makes it, in Pareto’s 
opinion, more stable. 

In his heart of hearts, Pareto is more of an authoritarian than he 
is an etatist. From his voluminous writings it is obvious that Pareto 
desires all political power to be centered in a small, vigorous elite, an 
elite governing by force rather than by consent. In other words, he 
advocates a political dictatorship by a small select class. But he is 
not so certain that his dictator state should seek to control and regulate 
the non-political, that is, the social and economic activities of its citi- 
zens. There are in fact many indications that Pareto would like to 
combine political dictatorship with economic liberalism. The aristo- 
crats should control the state, but the state should not interfere with 
private enterprise in the economic sphere. As an old-line economist, 
Pareto would like, if possible, to have free trade and laissez faire (“let 
the government keep out of industry”). It is interesting to observe 
that the Fascists, the disciples of Pareto, in the first years of their rule 
tried to carry out his idea of authoritarianism without etatism. Fascism 
“simply wanted to change the existing political regime in order to pre- 
serve the existing social structure and its main institution, private 
property in the means of production. Fascism in the first years of its 
reign was more liberal in economic policy than the liberal governments 
previous to it, abandoning a good deal of state subventions, and so on.” 

Before long, as we all know, the Fascists abandoned this policy and 
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went in for thoroughgoing etatism. In one way this change was due 
to local economic conditions at the time, but in another sense it may be 
said to be only a further and more consistent application of Pareto’s own 
principles. If Pareto’s philosophy be correct, the main difference be- 
tween the liberal-democratic type of elite and the Fascist-Nazi type of 
elite is that the former consists mostly of speculators and the latter 
mostly of rentiers. Pareto tells us that the speculators are the progres- 
sives who wish to make new combinations (residue one); the rentiers 
are the conservatives who wish to preserve group aggregates (residue 
two). But Pareto also admits that the speculator, qua speculator, places 
a great deal of emphasis upon individual or private enterprise. In 
order to gain wealth he may advocate a protective tariff or seek govern- 
ment aid or government subvention, but he can remain a speculator 
only as long as he is not too well controlled or regulated by the govern- 
ment. The speculator does and must emphasize the integrity of the 
individual (group five of the residues) as opposed to the residues of 
sociability. 

The rentier, on the other hand, is above all things interested in secu- 
rity. He is satisfied with a small fixed income, but he is terrified lest 
he lose his job, his income, or his social position. Now security is possi- 
ble only if the government steps in and artificially regulates prices, con- 
ditions of employment, methods of operation, and the total amount of 
production. As a result, the rentier is far more willing to accept control 
of his activities by the group than is the speculator, or, in other words, 
is far more dominated by the residues of sociability (group four) than 
he is by the problem of the integrity of the individual. If, therefore, 
Pareto is right and the Favseist-Nazi type of elite means the government 
of the country by rentiers, we need not be surprised that this type of 
elite tends to insist upon etatism or collectivism as well as upon authori- 
tarianism as fundamental articles in their political philosophy. Pareto’s 
system, therefore, is the key not only to the earlier, but also to the later, 
phases of the Fascist theory of the state. 
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CHAPTER X 


The Social Darwinists and Their Allies 


One of the most important events in the intellectual life of Europe dur- 
ing the nineteenth century was the publication of Charles Darwin's two 
major books, the Origin of Species (in 1859) and the Descent of Man (in 
1871). In one sense, to be sure, the theory of evolution expounded in 
these books was far from being new. The theory of evolution in the 
broadest sense of the word underlay the whole of the Hegelian philos- 
ophy and had important effects upon Hegel's political ideas. Hegel, 
rather inconsistently, did deny physical or organic evolution, the rise 
of one species out of another, but even this idea in one form or another 
was preached by a large number of persons during the early part of the 
nineteenth century. Nevertheless Darwin caused a revolution in 
European intellectual circles. Evolution, which formerly seemed to be 
merely an idle philosophical theory, now appeared to be established as a 
scientific fact. Before Darwin one could deny the transmutation of 
species and be a perfectly sound and orthodox scientist. After Darwin 
the special creation of each species was maintained only by a few zealous 
and rather reactionary theologians. 

Of even greater importance was the particular slant given to the 
doctrine of evolution by Darwin. To Hegel, evolution was merely the 
gradual self-unfoldment of the Universal Mind according to a divinely 
prearranged plan. Many of the other early evolutionists refused to 
accept Hegel’s idealism, but most of them agreed in giving a rather 
pleasant and optimistic interpretation of evolution and of the causes of 
evolution. Some insisted that the development from lower to higher 
forms, from imperfect to perfect organisms, was due to the workings of 
Divine Providence. Some insisted that all living beings have within 
them a peculiar “life urge" which impels them constantly to strive 
after nobler and higher forms in the evolutionary scale. Somewhat 
more scientific were the claims that evolution took place because of the 
direct influence of the environment 'Upon organisms (the doctrine of 
Buffon) or as the result of the transmission of acquired characteristics 
(the doctrine of Lamarck). Even these ideas would have had only a 
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casual effect upon social and political speculation. Darwin, on the 
other hand, taught that evolution took place because of the blind 
struggle for existence and because of the fact that in this struggle it is 
only the biologically fittest which survive. It was this doctrine, trans- 
ferred to the social and political sphere, which caused such a revolution 
in political philosophy, producing the school of thought which is usually 
called Social Darwinism. 

So important are the terms struggle for existence and natural selec- 
tion (or the survival of the fittest) that it is well to pause for a moment 
and see what Darwin meant by them. The struggle for existence 
meant, to Darwin, the universal competition which goes on between all 
organic beings for the means of livelihood. Everywhere and at all times 
we can observe that there is, in a state of nature, a fierce, relentless 
struggle both between the various species and also between the various 
members of each species. 

The rivals may in an unthinking way absorb the limited supply of nutri- 
ment, moisture or light, leaving the less successful competitors to perish of 
starvation; it may lake the form of a conscious and deliberate extermination 
of rivals by the method of slaughter, or it may take the less deadly form of 
gracious social intercourse which accompanies courtship and leaves the less 
fortunate com fjeti tors to go unmated and eventually to perish without repro- 
ducing themselves.^ 

Among human beings this struggle takes the form of frequent con- 
flicts and wars between different tribes and different countries. Inside 
any one country we find men in bitter economic competition with one 
another. Among the lower animals we find that one species preys upon 
another species and is in turn preyed upon by a different type of animal. 
This relentless struggle for existence is obvious even in the plant world. 

We behold the face of nature bright with gladness . . .; we do not see or we 
forget, that the birds which are idly singing around us mostly live on insects 
or seeds, and are thus constantly destroying life; or we forget how largely these 
songsters, or their eggs, or their nestlings, are destroyed by birds and beasts of 
prey. ... A plant which annually produces a thousand seeds, of which only 
one of an average comes to maturity, may be more truly said to struggle with 
the plants of the same and other kinds which already clothe the ground. . . . 
Several seedling mistletoes, growing close together on the same branch, may . . . 
truly be said to struggle with each other. As the mistletoe is disseminated 
by birds, its existence depends on them; and it may metaphorically be said 
to struggle with other fruit-bearing plants in tempting birds to devour and 
thus disseminate its seeds [rather than those of other plants] 
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Darwin further argued that things being what they are, this universal 
struggle for existence is not only natural, it is also inevitable. 

A struggle for existence inevitably follows from the high rate at which all 
organic beings tend to increase. Every being, which during its natural life 
time produces several eggs or seeds, must suffer destruction during some 
period of its life . . , , otherwise, on the principle of geometrical increase, its 
numbers would quickly become so inordinately great that no country could 
support the product. Hence as more individuals are produced than can possi- 
bly survive, there must in every case be a struggle for existence, cither one in- 
dividual with another of the same species, or with the individuals of distinct 

species, or with the physical conditions of life There is no exception to 

the rule that every organic being naturally increases at so high a rate, that, if 
not destroyed, the earth would soon be covered by the progeny of a single 
pair. Even slow-breeding man has doubled in twenty-five years, and at this 
rate, in less than a few thousand years, there would literally not be standing- 
room for his progeny.* 


What is true of man and of the other higher animals is even more true 
of the lower animals and of plants. There are some fish which in the 
course of their life lay from sixty to one hundred thousand eggs apiece. 
If all these eggs were to hatch and come to maturity the ocean would 
literally be overflowing with the descendants of a single pair of fish. 
It is obvious that only a small percentage of the individuals of any one 
.species have a chance in the struggle for existence. It is equally obvious 
that the motto, conscious or unconscious, of every organic being must be, 
“I must outwit and defeat — if necessary kill — the other members 
of my species lest I lose out in the struggle for existence, and be out- 
witted, defeated, or killed by them.*’ 

The second point in Darwin’s system is that the struggle for existence 
leads to the principle of natural selection or the survival of the fittest. 
Everyone knows that there are small individual differences or varia- 
tions between the different members of the same species. Even among 
puppies in the same litter these differences or variations arc apparent. 
As a result of these variations some members of the species are stronger, 
others weaker; some faster, others slower; some more cunning, others 
duller-witted than the others. In the course of the struggle for existence 
it is clear that normally the strongest, the swiftest, and the most cunning 
have the best chance to survive, while the weak, the slow, and the dull- 
witted tend to be killed off. It is important to note, however, that it is 
the fittest and not necessarily the best which survive. On some occa- 
sions the fittest may also be the best, but not always. In the relentless 
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struggle for existence the individual who is more gentle, more kindly, 
more humane is apt to lose out to his cruel, self-centered rivals. 

In many cases the question of survival depends not upon the posses- 
sion of higher or lower qualities, of greater or less strength and intelli- 
gence, but merely upon the possession of certain qualities or variations 
which happen by chance to be best suited to a particular time and place. 
There is nothing higher or lower about the colorations of animals, but 
in times and places where snow is abundant those rabbits which are 
white have a better chance of survival than dark-colored rabbits, as they 
are less visible to their enemies. On a brown prairie, on the other hand, 
the possession of white coloration is a disadvantage and white rabbits 
tend to be killed more rapidly than those rabbits which happen to be 
brown. In some cases it is the possession of certain physical defects 
which give the individual a better chance of survival. In modern states, 
for example, perfect physical specimens of humanity are apt to be con- 
scripted and sent off to be killed in battle, while those persons who are 
lame or who possess bad eyesight or other physical disabilities are left 
at home to survive — and reproduce their kind. The law of the sur- 
vival of the fittest, therefore, does not necessarily imply material or 
moral progress; it merely means that those individuals which by accident 
are best adapted to life at a particular time and place will survive and 
that those individuals less adapted to such conditions will die. 

But though the struggle for existence and the survival of the fittest 
does not necessarily imply material or moral progress, it docs, in Dar- 
win's opinion, serve as the principal though not the only cause of organic 
evolution. For unknown reasons all species tend to produce occasional 
“sports," that is, individuals with marked variations, which cause them 
to differ radically from other members of their species and even from 
their own parents. In many, though not in all, cases, these marked 
variations tend to be reproduced in the offspring of these “sports." 
Thus in a litter of wolves one wolf cub may be unusually long-legged 
and may well become in later life the sire of other unusually long-legged 
wolves. If this marked variation serves no useful purpose, the individ- 
ual possessing it may well be killed in the struggle for existence and the 
marked variation will lead to no permanent result. If, on the other 
hand, the marked variation is of real advantage to its owner in life’s 
struggle, enabling him to overcome his competitors, this individual will 
live to a ripe old age and will probably be the parent of many other 
individuals who will inherit this same marked variation; and as time 
goes on a new breed of animal will arise. Among wolves where long- 
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Icggcdncss Is of advantage, a new unusually long-legged breed will be 
formed. Bit by bit the breeds will become still further differentiated 
until eventually entirely new species will arise. From the primitive 
eohippus of early geologic tinit^, there arises the horse as we know him 
today. From some primitive ape-like being of the dim and distant past, 
there arises man, the genus homo, as we know him today. 

The important point about the Darwinian theory of evolution is the 
idea that the chief though not the only cause of organic evolution is the 
struggle for existence and the survival of the fittest. If there had been 
no struggle for existence and if the unfit as well as the fit had survived, 
there would have been no evolution in the past. If evolution is to go 
on in the present and in the future, the same factors — the struggle for 
existence, the wiping out of the unfit, the survival of the fit — must con- 
tinue. If for any reason these factors were eliminated, evolution would 
cease. If a species reproduces itself so slowly that there is a tendency 
to underpopulation rather than to overpopulation, the struggle for ex- 
istence becomes less acute. There is room for the unfit as well as for 
the fit — and the process of evolution is retarded. Remove in some 
other way, say by human agency, the principle of the survival of the 
fittest; let man see to it that the unfit as well as the fit survive, and 
evolution will practically ceavSe. It was this phase of Darwinism which 
was destined to have such a widespread inlluence upon social and politi- 
cal speculation during the latter part of tlie nineteenth century. 

THE GENERAL IMPLICATIONS OF SOCIAL DARWINISM 

Though Darwin was a genius he was not a universal genius. He was 
and remained a biologist and made no attempt to apply his theories to 
social and political fields. With the widespread acceptance of his 
theory, however, it was only natural that other thinkers, themselves 
immersed in social and political problems, were strongly intluenced by 
Darwinism and endeavored to reinterpret social and political philos- 
ophy in the light of the Darwinian hypothesis. It is also natural that 
among such thinkers there was a sharp clash of opinion as to the proper 
deductions to be drawn from Darwinism in their own particular field. 
Among the many apostles of Social Darwinism three in particular stand 
out as especially worthy of notice, namely, Herbert Spencer, Walter 
Bagehot, and Ludwig Gumplowicz. None of the three were thorough- 
going etatists in the modern sense — Spencer, in fact, was a rabid advo- 
cate of individualism; but all three produced theories which had an 
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enormous influence upon the later development of the etatist philosophy. 

Herbert Spencer (1820-1903), like so many other English men of 
science, was a self-made and even a self-educated man. He never 
attended a university, never held a professorial or other academic post, 
and consistently refused to receive academic honors when in later life 
they were offered to him. Nevertheless, he was one of the most popular 
and most important of the European thinkers during the latter part of 
the nineteenth century. Spencer’s philosophy has now lost something 
of its former vogue, but it must not be forgotten that many of Spencer’s 
ideas have become part of the accepted background of educated opinion, 
a background so taken for granted that we frequently fail to remember 
that it originated in Spencer’s writings. Nor should it be forgotten 
that Spencer exerted an enormous influence upon subsequent thinkers, 
including those who opposed him most vigorously upon individual 
issues. In the course of his numerous writings (his monumental Syn- 
thetic Philosophy alone occupies ten ponderous volumes), Spencer 
enunciated a large number of theories, most of which call for no mention 
here. Many of these theories constituted a defense of democracy and 
more especially of individualism and hence were fiercely attacked by 
etatist writers. But among his ideas which were to have the greatest 
influence upon subsequent social and political thought were two gen- 
eral theses which were accepted by practically all of the later adherents 
of the theory of evolution, including those who were rabid etatists. In 
fact, after undergoing a suitable transformation, these two theses were 
made foundation stones in the edifice of etatist political philosophy. 

The first of these general theses was that man is, after all, an animal, 
though the highest of the animals. Consequently the laws of evolution 
apply as much to man as to all other members of the animal kingdom. 
This in turn means that not only man’s body but also his mental, moral, 
and social traits must be regarded as the products of evolution. Spencer 
used this general thesis in an attempt to solve several of the great prob- 
lems which had perplexed philosophers during the preceding centuries. 

One of the perennial disputes among philosophers was that between 
the empirical school led by Locke and the transcendental school led by 
Leibniz and Kant. According to Locke all our knowledge is derived 
from experience. According to the transcendentalists, we have also 
certain innate ideas or at least certain innate forms of thought which 
are prior to and independent of experience. Spencer with his evolution- 
ism aimed to mediate between these two schools. He agreed with the 
transcendentalists that it is false to say that with any one individual the 
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mind is an absolute blank prior to experience, for every newborn infant 
possesses potentially certain rational instincts or forms of thoui^ht which 
enable him later to organize his experiences into a rational pattern. 
But to Spencer, the transcendentalists were wrong in claiming that these 
instincts, ideas, and forms of thought are prior to all experience — the 
products of a mind created in the image of God. These rational in- 
stincts or innate ideas are the product of experience — the experience 
of the race, of the vast chain of ancestral experiences running back 
through ages of barbarism and animality to the lowest beginnings of life. 
What Kant and his fellow idealists regarded as a priori principles were 
to Spencer a priori indeed to the individual, but a posteriori to the race. 
In other words, these principles were regarded as the results of race ex- 
perience which appeared in individuals in the form of intuitions. 

What is of importance to the political scientist in this connection is 
that Spencer differed from the old empirical school regarding the innate 
mental capacity of different individuals and of different races. The 
empirical school taught that each person irrespective of class and of race 
comes into the w^orld with a mind which is a tabula rasa, a blank page. 
Upon this environment, experience, and education are supposed to work, 
vso that the difference between a stupid and a wise man, the criminal 
and the saint, is to be accounted for by the difference in their upbring- 
ing. The empiricists were mostly democratic in their sympathies, 
largely because they believed in the potential equality of all men. 
Spencer, on the other hand, not only believed in innate ideas and innate 
instincts, but also taught that these innate ideas and innate instincts 
differ from person to person and from group to group, according to their 
heredity. Good or bad training will help or retard the inLellectual and 
emotional development of the individual — but Spencer was a great 
believer in the old adage, “you cannot make a silk purse out of a sow’s 
ear.” 

Spencer made a similar attempt to mediate between the two tradi- 
tional schools of ethics. One of these schools, the intuitional school, 
claims that we possess a God-given conscience which tells us there is a 
difference between good and bad and also teaches us infallibly what is 
good and what is bad. The other school, the utilitarian school, claims 
that what we call our conscience is merely a reflection of the training 
and moral education we receive during the formative period of child- 
hood. Spencer completely rejected the idea of a God-given conscience, 
but he sided with the intuitionists to the extent that he also rejected 
the idea that our moral sense is the product of an individual’s experience 
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or training during a single lifetime. Though the content of our con- 
science may be in large measure the result of our environment or our 
education, man does possess a certain moral sense prior to and inde- 
pendent of his training or education. “There have been and still are 
developing in the race certain fundamental moral intuitions; and though 
these moral intuitions are the results of accumulated experiences of util- 
ity, gradually organized and inherited, they have come to be independent 
of conscious experience.” ^ Just as in the case of the rational instincts, 
Spencer holds that the moral instincts differ from person to person 
and from race to race because of the difference in hereditary back- 
ground. The moral instincts of a savage are quite different from 
those of a highly developed Caucasian, and no amount of training or 
education can obliterate this training in the course of a single genera- 
tion. In like manner, in our modern civilization a man is usually a 
criminal, not because of bad environment or defective upbringing, but 
because by vsome quirk of heredity he has inherited a moral sense out 
of keeping with that of most other members in his community. 

It is important to note that though Spencer claimed that we all 
possess an inherited moral sense in some form or another, he is equally 
emphatic in asserting that this moral sense has ultimately a purely 
selfish and hedonistic basis. In the early stages of evolution man, like 
all other animals, aims merely at preserving his own existence, at repro- 
ducing himself, at securing the greatest amount of happiness, at avoid- 
ing the greatest amount of pain. Any action which results in carrying 
out these aims he comes to regard as “good,” any actions which result 
in retarding these aims he regards as “bad.” This valuation, frequently 
an unconscious one, is transmitted to posterity in the form of instincts 
Iwen today a man instinctively regards as “good” anything which 
benefits himself or his dependents. The parental instinct and the feel- 
ing that the parental instinct is good are easily accounted for by the 
laws of evolution. Those individuals which were so callous as not to 
nurse and look after their offspring left no descendants, as the offspring 
perished in the struggle for existence. Those individuals who did nurse 
and look after their offspring aided them to survive. We who are 
obviously the descendants of persons with parental instincts have in- 
herited the feeling that to look after our own children is “good,” not to 
look after them is “bad.” 

Even the altruism, the willingness to serve our fellow man, which is 
seemingly mixed up in our moral sense, has, to Spencer, a selfish founda- 
tion. At an early stage of evolution man found tlaat \ve. eouVd 'nnA 
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greater safety in group, as opposed to individual, action. The several 
weak by combining together could protect themselves from the single 
bully, however strong. But for the group to persist, a certain amount 
of altruism had to exist between its members. Each member had to 
sympathize with, and look out for, and fulfill his obligations to the other 
members of the group, lest he himself be left in the lurch in time of 
danger. Those persons who were entirely selfish remained isolated 
individuals and perished; those persons who were loyal to the group and 
who held to the code of conduct laid down by tlu^ group survived. We 
are the descendants of the latter class of persons; hence we find in our- 
selves certain social instincts which we call our moral sense. It was the 
struggle for existence which led man, willy-nilly, to develop a certain 
sense of altruism. 

The second main thesis in vSpencer’s philosophical system is the idea 
that not only is man as an individual the product of evolution, but 
human groups and society as a whole are the products of ev olution, and 
in the course of their evolution must and do obey cc*rtain fundamental 
natural laws. It is the function of biology and psychology to study the 
physical and mental evolution of man as an individual. It is the func- 
tion of the new science; of sociology, the queen of the sci(;nccs, to study 
the evolution of human groups and the laws which govern this evolu- 
tion. In adopting this position, Spencer placed himself in opposition 
to the beli(;vers in the social contract and agreed with the traditionalists 
that society and the state cannot be “mamifaciured,” but must be the 
result of long, slow, and unconscious growth. This means that society 
must be dealt wdth, not as a mechanism, but as a living thing. 

In asserting that human groups, whether social or political, are the 
results of evolution and are controlled by the laws which govern evolu- 
tion, Spencer not only opposed the old doctrine of the social contract, 
but also Carlyle’s doctrine that history is the biography of great men, 
the idea that history or the development of social groups is to any large 
extent dependent upon the conscious actions of individuals at any time 
or place. 

What are the causes that make communities change from generation to 
g(*neration — that make the England of Queen Anne so dilferent from the 
England of Elizabeth, the Harvaid College of today so diflerent from that of 
thirty years ago? . . . The Spencerian school replies, The changes are irrespec- 
tive of persons, and independent of individual control. They are due to the 
environment, to the circumstances, the physical geography, the ancestral 
conditions, the increasing experience of outer relations; to everything in fact, 
except the Grants and the Bismarcks, the Jones and the Smiths.® 
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In developing this phase of his system Spencer asserted that society 
has many of the attributes of an organism and can best be considered 
as a special type of organism. According to Spencer there are four im- 
portant analogies between physical organisms and the social organism . 

(1) Commencing as small aggregations, they insensibly augment in mass: 
some of them eventually reaching ten thousand times what they originally 
were. 

(2) While at first so simple in structure as to be considered structureless, 
they assume, in the course of their growth, a continually increasing com- 
plexity of structure. 

(3) Though in their early undeveloped states there exists in them scarcely 
any mutual dependence of parts, their parts gradually acquire a mutual 
dependence; which becomes at last so great, that the activity and life of 
each part is made possible only by the activity and life of the rest. 

(4) The life of a society is independent of, and far more prolonged than the 
lives of any of its component units; who are severally born, grow, work, 
reproduce, and die, while the body politic composed of them survives gen- 
eration after generation, increasing in mass, in completeness of structure, 
and in functional activity.® 

In enunciating the doctrine that society is a social organism analogous 
ir many respects to the physical organism, Spencer put forth an idea 
which was hailed with joy by most of the etatists of his own and of 
mbsequent generations. These etatists pointed out that Spencer was 
only saying in biological language what Fichte and Ilegel had already 
said in metaphysical language. Spencer, however, was not an etatist, 
in fact was a violent enemy of etatism; and lest his doctrine of the social 
organism give too much support to the etatist cause, he immediately 
added that though society did constitute a kind of organism, there are 
several marked differences between the physical and the social organ- 
isms. Two of these contrasts are of especial importance. One is that 
“the parts of an animal form a concrete whole, but the parts of a society 
form a whole which is discrete.*' ’ Still more important is the fact that 

in the one (the physical organism) coiivsciousness is concentrated in a small 
part of the aggregate. In the other (the social oiganism'i it is diffused through 
the aggregate; all the units po.ssess the capacity for happiness and misery, 
if not in equal degrees, still in degrees that approximate.® 

Spencer thus rejected the notion, so dear to the etatists, that the social 
organism has feelings of its own, a mind of its own, a soul of its own, 
quite distinct from the feelings, the minds, the souls of its component 
parts. 
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For this very reason he also rejected the etatist doctrine that in the 
social organism the parts must be made subservient to the whole. 

While in individual bodies the welfare of all other parts is rightly subservient 
to the welfare of the nervous system ... in bodies politic the same thing does 
not hold, or holds but to a very slight extent. It is well that the lives of all 
parts of an animal should be merged in the life of the whole, because the 
whole has a corporate consciousness capable of happiness or misery. But it 
is not so with a society, since its living units do not and can not lose individual 
consciousness, and since the community as a whole has no corporate conscious- 
ness. And this is an everlasting reason why the welfare of the citizens can 
not rightly be sacrificed to some supposed benefit of the state: but why on the 
other hand the state is to be maintained solely for the benefit of citizens. 
The cori)ordte life must here be subservient to the lives of the parts, instead 
of the lives of the parts being subservient to the corporate life.® 

The later etatists took over from Spencer the doctrine that individual 
man and social groups are the products of evolution, of evolution gov- 
erned by the struggle for existence and the survival of the fittest, even 
though they rejected with horror Spencer’s doctrines of extreme in- 
dividualism and of absolute laissez faire in politics. These later etatists 
found greater consolation in the teachings of Walter Bagehot (1826- 
1877), one of Spencer’s contemporaries. 

Bagehot was a university graduate (being a product of the University 
of London), but, like Spencer, he never filled an academic post, spending 
most of his time either as a successful small-town banker or as the editor 
of the well-known financial magazine, the London Economist. He was 
also the author of several books which had an enormous influence over 
the intellectual life of his contemporaries. Of these the most important 
was Physics and Politics. It should be noted that the title of this book 
is misleading, as its main theme is the relation, not between physics and 
politics, but between biology and politics, and thus marks another im- 
portant milestone in adapting the Darwinian theory of evolution to the 
field of social and political activity. 

Bagehot thought of himself as a Liberal, and even stood (unsuccess- 
fully) as a Liberal candidate for Parliament, but there were many things 
in his political philosophy which gave support to several of the funda- 
mental tenets of the etatist cause. The later etatists were, as we know, 
traditionalists, and we find that Bagehot, in contrast with Spencer, was 
a profound believer in traditionalism. Though Spencer thought of 
society and the state as an organism, the product of slow, steady growth, 
he had little or no respect for the past or the teachings and traditions of 
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the past. Bagehot, on the other hand, was essentially conservative la 
most of his political attitudes. ‘‘The first duty of society is the preser- 
vation of society.” You cannot, Bagehot maintained, 

improve the living by political change, unless you contrive to regulate 
change to a slow and sober pace, quiet, almost insensible, like that of the 
growth of grain. If you cannot do that, perhaps it is better to hold steadily 
to the old present ways of life under a strong, unshaken government, capable 
of guidance and command. 

The later etatists we found to be greatly influenced by irrationalism, 
the idea that man’s political actions are motivated much more by the 
instincts and emotions than by reason. It is of significance that Bage- 
hot, unlike wSpencer, was an early but enthusiastic supporter of political 
irrationalism. Spencer was well aware of the absurd actions and ridicu- 
lous beliefs prevalent among primitive peoples and even among the 
civilized peoples of his own day, but he could never get away from the 
notion that the basis of all human action was rational self-interest. He 
insisted that most of man’s religious and social creeds were crass super- 
stitions, but he also insisted that men arrived at these creeds by reason- 
ing upon false premises or without adequate data. Bagehot, on the 
other hand, was convinced that man’s actions only to a very slight ex- 
tent were based upon rational self-interest. 

No orator ever made an impression by appealing to men as to their plainest 
physical wants, except when he could allege that those wants were caused by 
some one’s tyranny. But thousands have made the greatest impression by 
appealing to some vague dream of glory or empire or nationality.^^ 

Bagehot insisted that the vast majority of human beliefs and human 
actions are not founded upon reasoning at all, but upon unconscious 
imitation, thus anticipating the doctrine of Tarde. 

The truth is that the propensity of man to imitate what is before him is 
one of the strongest parts of his nature. . . . We must not think that this 
imitation is voluntary or even conscious. On the contrary, it has its seats 
mainly in very obscure parts of the mind, whose notions, so far from having 
been consciously produced, are hardly felt to exist; so far from being conceived 
beforehand, are not even felt at the time.^^ 

Because of this imitation man tends to render blind obedience to the 
beliefs and institutions handed down to him from his ancestors. 

Society is not then formed upon a ‘‘voluntary system,” but upon an invol- 
untary. A man in early ages is born to a certain obedience, and cannot ex- 
tricate himself from an inherited government. Society then is made up, not 
of individuals, but of families; creeds then descend by inheritance in those 
families.^* 
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Of even greater importance for our present study is the fact 'that 
Bagehot was far more radical and far more consistent than Spencer in 
the application of Darwinism to social and political problems. Spencer, 
to be sure, frequently spoke of the struggle for existence and the sur- 
vival of the fittest, but this doctrine played a rather subordinate role in 
his detailed study of the origin and development of social and political 
institutions. Spencer thought that the principle of evolution was innate 
and inevitable in human affairs, that all social organisms because of an 
inner urge were bound to grow from “indefinite, incoherent, homogene- 
ous units into definite, coherent heterogeneous units” irrespective of 
whether or not the units were engaged in the struggle for existence. 
Bagehot, on the other hand, thought that all social and political progress 
has taken place at first because of the eternal conflict between individ- 
uals and later because of the conflict between social groups. It was not 
the inevitable tendency towards progress but the struggle for survival 
which has produced the culture, the morality, the advanced social and 
political institutions of modern times. Of great significance to the eta- 
tist cause is the fact that Bagehot taught that social progress took place 
only because the struggle for existence caused men to form strong, com- 
pact social groups having despotic control over the entire conduct of 
their members. 

The first basic doctrine in Bagehot’s theory of political evolution is 
that in the struggle for existence those individuals survive which are 
able to cooperate with other individuals to form a compact group. 
According to Bagehot in very early prehistoric times men lived either 
as isolated individuals or else in small loosely knit family groups. 
Bagehot’s picture of man’s condition at this stage of evolution is very 
similar to that drawn by Hobbes in speaking of “the state of nature.” 
To Bagehot, as to Hobbes, life amongst the prhuitive savages was a 
helium omnium contra onmes, the war of all against all. “Whatever may 
be said against the principle of natural selection in other departments, 
there is no doubt of its predominance in early human history. The 
strongest killed the weakest as they could.” Certainly as regards 
primitive times Carlyle’s dictum is true: “The ultimate question be- 
tween every two human beings is, ‘Can I kill thee, or canst thou kill 
me.’” Rousseau was wrong in his idyllic picture of primitive savage 
life. Dryden likewise was wrongs in writing, “When wild in woods the 
noble savage ran.” 

‘‘When lone in woods the cringing savage crept” would have been more 
like all we know of that early, bare, painful period. Not only had they no 
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comfort, no convenience . . . , but their mind within was as painful to them as 
the world without. It was full of fear. So far as the vestiges inform us, they 
were afraid of everything; they were afraid of animals, of certain attack by 
near tribes, of possible inroads from far tribes.^** 

Bagehot agreed with Hobbes that even in modern civilized man the 
old wild primeval passions lie sleeping and may be reawakened when 
well-organized social and political institutions break down. 

We now understand why order and civilization are so unstable even in pro- 
gressive communities. We see frequently in states what physiologists call 
“Atavism” — the return, in part, to the unstable nature of their barbarous 
ancestors. Such scenes of cruelty and horror as happened in the great French 
Revolution, and as happen, more or less, in every great riot, have always been 
said to bring out a secret and suppressed side of human nature, and we now 
see that they were the outbreak of inherited passions long repressed by fixed 
custom, but starting into life as soon as that repression was catastrophically 
removed, and when sudden choice was given.^® 

Hobbes thought that the state of nature was so horrible that man 
voluntarily gave up his isolation and his independence and formed the 
social contract. To Bagehot the whole idea of the social contract was 
an absurdity. But his own doctrine was not fundamentally different 
in its essence. To Bagehot the horrors of early primitive life eventually 
led to the formation of groups, or to the strengthening of whatever loose 
group life may have existed at the time. It is not .so much that the 
horrors of isolated life are so great that man voluntarily goes in for 
group life, but rather that in the early universal period of conflict those 
individuals who wish to remain isolated and ind(*pendcnt succumb to 
those individuals who form themselves into groups, or to those in whom 
the primitive group spirit is strongest and most active. 

I need not pause to prove that any form of polity is more efficient than none; 
that an aggregate of families owing even a slippery allegiance to a single head 
would be sure to have the better of a set of families acknowledging no obedi- 
ence to any one, but scattering loose about the world and fighting where they 
stood. Homer’s Cyclops would be powerless against the feeblest band. . . 

Because of the struggle for existence, “the first thing to acquire is, if 1 
may so express it, the legal fibre; a polity first — what sort of polity is 
immaterial ; a law first — what kind of law is secondary ; a person or set 
of persons to pay deference to — though who he is or they are, by com- 
parison, scarcely signifies.’' 

The second basic doctrine in Bagehot’s political philosophy is that 
groups once having been formed, the struggle for existence between 
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these groups has as a consequence that those groups survive and prosper 
which are most compact, are best disciplined, and are the most homo- 
geneous in character. 

Unless you can make a strong co-operative bond, your society will be con- 
quered and killed out by some other society which has such a bond. . . . The 
members of such a group should be similar enough to one another to co-operate 
easily and readily together. The co-operation in all such cases depends on a 
felt union of heart and spirit; and this is felt only where there s a great degree 
of real likeness in mind and feeling, however that likeness may have been at- 
tained.^® 

The most obedient, the tamest tribes are, at the first stage in the real 
struggle of life, the strongest and the conquerors. . . . What makes one tribe 
to dilfer from another is their relative faculty of coherence. . . . The compact 
tribes win, and the compact tribes are the tamest.®® 

By ^‘tamest”- Bagehot obviously means not the weakest or the meek- 
est, but those most willing to submit to the discipline ordained by the 
group. 

For a group to be compact and coherent it is necessary that all its 
members act, talk, and even think more or less alike. 

The needful co-operation and this requisite likeness I believe to have been 
produced by one of the strongest yokes ... and the most terrible tyrarmies 
ever known among men — the authority of “customary law." In its earlier 
stages this is no pleasant power — no rose-water authority ... — but a stern, 
incessant, implacable rulc.®^ 

As is well known, all primitive communities are completely subject to 
customary law. What the member of such a community wears, what 
he eats, where and how he dwells, all the most minute details of his daily 
life are dictated by custom, and in Bagehot's opinion, rightly so. 

What you want is a comprehensive rule binding men together, making them 
do much the same things . . . — fashioning them alike, and keeping them so. 
What this rule is does not matter so much. A good rule is better than a 
bad one, but any rule is better than none. . . . How you get the obedience of 
men is the hard problem; what you do with that obedience is less critical.” 

In order to have blind obedience to the customary law of the group, it 
was necessary to have not only political but also religious sanctions. 

To gain that obedience the primary condition is the identity — not the 
union, but the sameness — of what we now call Church and State. . . . What 
is there requisite is a single government — call it Church or State, as you like — 
regulating the whole of human life. No division of power is then endurable 
without danger — probably without destruction; the priest must not teach 
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one thing and the King another; King must be priest, and prophet King; the 
two must say the same, because they are the same. The idea of difference 
between spiritual penalties and legal penalties must never be awakened. 
Indeed, early Greek thought or early Roman thought would never have com- 
prehended it. . . . VVe now talk of political penalties and ecclesiastical prohibi- 
tion, and the social censure, but they were one then.** 

Many of the early religions were a mass of crude superstitions and were 
accompanied by odious and horrible rites, “but one use they assuredly 
had ; they fixed the yoke of custom thoroughly on mankind. . . . They put 
upon a fixed law a sanction so fearful that no one would dream of not 
conforming to it.” 

It is all very well for us moderns to talk about liberty and equality, 
but such notions 

are fitted only to the new world in which society has gone through its early 
task: when the inherited organization is already confirmed and fixed; when the 
soft minds and the strong passions of youthful nations are fixed and guided 
by hard transmitted instincts. Till then not equality before the law is 
necessary, but inequality, for what is most wanted is an elevated elite who 
know the la^; not a good government seeking the happiness of its subjects, 
but a dignified and overawing government getting its subjects to obey: not a 
good law, but a comprehensive law binding all life to one routine.*^ 

Considering this fact it is small wonder that in most early communities 
we find a powerful oligarchy, a patriciate “which alone could know the 
fixed law; which alone could apply the fixed law . . . had then sole com- 
mand over the primary social want.” 

It is small wonder that most early communities, at least those which 
were pre-eminently successful, had a strong, ruthless despot at the top 
of the social and political pyramid. 

Travellers have noticed that amongst savage tribes those seemed to answer 
best in which the monarchical power was most predominant, and those 
worst in which the “rule of many” was in its vigor. So long as war is the 
main business of nations, temporary dt'spotisrn ... is indispensable. Macaulay 
justly said that many an army has prospered under a bad commander, but 
no army has ever prospered under a “debating society”; that many headed 
monster is then fatal. 

As early groups live in an almost constant state of war, it is only natural 
that they tend towards a despotic form of government. 

Once it is granted that the more compact, coherent groups triumph 
over the less compact, coherent groups, it follows that early groups must 
do everything possible to secure coherence and compactness. This in 
turn means that early states to be successful must seek after cultural 
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isolation. It also means that groups must persecute those of its mem- 
bers who do not follow the established pattern. 

The neceSvsity of thus forming co-operative groups by fixed customs explains 
the necessity of isolation in early society. As a matter of fact all great 
nations have been prepared in privacy and in secret. They have been com 
posed far away from all distraction. Greece, Rome, Judaea were framed 
each by itself; and the antipathy of each to men of dilTerent race and different 
speech is one of their most marked peculiarities, and quite their strongest 
common property. And the instinct of early ages is a right guide . . . for the 
needs of early ages. Intercourse with foreigners then broke down in stales 
the fixed rules which were forming their characters, so as to be a cause of 
weak fibre of mind, of desultory and unsettled action; the living spectacle of 
an admitted unbelief destroys the binding authority of religious eustom and 
snat)S the social cord. Thus we see the use of a sort of “ preliminary ” age in 
societies, when (foreign) trade is bad bec.iuse it prevents the separation of 
nations, because it infuses distracting ideas among occupied C'^nnmunitit*s, 
because it brings “alien minds to alien shores.” 

For the same reason the need for {)ersecution was equally obvious. 

The [)erse( uting tendency of <dl savages, and, indeed, of all ignorant people, 
is even more striking than their imitative tendency. No barbarian can bear 
to see one of his nation dev'iate from the old barbarous customs and usages 
of their tribe. ... In early ages the act of one member of the tribe is conceiml 
to make all the tribe impious, to offend its peculiar god, to expose all the tribe 
to penalties from heaven. . . . The early tribe or nation is a religious partnership, 
on which a rash member by a sudden impiety may bring utter ruin. If the 
state is conceived thus, toleration becomes wicked. A permitted deviation 
from the transmitted ordinances becomes simply folly. It is a sacrifice of 
the happiness of the greatest number. It is allowing one individual, for a 
moment’s pleasure or a stupid whim, to bring terrible and irn liievable ca- 
lamity upon all."^ 

This attitude and the persecution which follows (rum this attitude ma}^ 
strike us as odious, but it served a very useful purpose. A group could 
only survive if it were coherent, and coherency demanded uniformity 
in action and even uniformity in speech and thought. A group per- 
mitting individual variations perished at the hands of a group which 
acted as a single homogeneous unit. 

The third basic doctrine in Bagehot’s political philosophy is that in the 
conflict between groups which are equally compact it is the higher and 
nobler group which generally wins. The law of conflict or the struggle 
for existence thus leads not only to material but also to moral progress 
As we have already seen, the struggle for existence means that the iso- 
lated man perishes and the group survives, that the incoherent group 
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perishes and the coherent group survives. But even among coherent 
groups conflict goes on. In this conflict the fittest survives, and (this 
is the important point) Bagehot was convinced that broadly speaking 
the fittest is also the best. 

In every particular state of the world those nations which are strongest 
tend to prevail over the others and in certain marked peculiarities the strong- 
est tend to be the best. . . 

Every nation is an “hereditary co-operative group,” bound by a fixed cus- 
tom; and out of those groups those conquer which have the most binding and 
most invigorating customs, and these are, as a rough rule, the best customs. 
The majority of the “groups” which win and conquer are better than the ma- 
jority of those which fail and perish, and thus the first world grew better and 
was improved.®^ 

It is only by the competition of customs that bad customs can be eliminated 
and good customs multiplied. Conquest is the premium given by nature to 
those national characters which their national customs have made most fit 
to win in war, and in many most material respects those winning characters 
are really the best characters. 

Not only docs conflict make for progress, but without conflict progress 
would be impossible. ‘‘This principle explains . . . why western Europe 
was early in advance of other countries because there the contest of 
races was unusually severe.’’ 

Take, for example, the case of morals. Early primitive man un- 
doubtedly had a very low moral standard, but in the conflic t of groups 
with different moral standards, the groups with the higher standard 
tend to prevail. 

There are cases in which .some step in intellectual progress gives an early 
society s(nne gain in war; more obvious cases are when some kind of moral 
quality gives some such gain. War both needs and breeds certain virtues, 
not the highest but what might be called the preliminary virtues as valor, 
veracity, the spirit of obedienc'e, the habit of discipline. Any of these and 
others like them, when possessed by a nation, and no matter how generated, 
will give them a military advantage and make them more likely to stay in 
the race of nat ions and tlic success of the nations which possess these 
martial virtues has been the great means by which their continuance has been 
secured in the world, and the destruction of the opposite vices also. . . . The 
hard impact of military virtues beats meanness out of the world.*^ 

It was the conflict of groups which brought about the evolution of the 
[uesent family system.. Bagehot was convinced that a very low form 
of sexual morality prevailed among early mankind. He thought early 
man was#more or less promiscuous, with the result that descent was and 
could only be traced on the female side. In contrast with this, those 
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nations which developed a strong family system tended to prevail, and 
hence the modern family system is now more or less universal. 

A coherent family is the best germ for a compaigning nation. In a Romai. 
family the boys from the time of their birth were bred to a domestic despotism 
which well prepared them for a subjection in after life to a military discipline. 
. . . They conquered the world in manhood because as children they were 
bred in homes where the tradition of passionate valor was steadied by the 
habit of implacable order. And nothing of this is possible in loosely bound 
family groups (if they can be called families at all) where the father is more 
or less uncertain. . . . An ill knit nation which would be conquered like a mob 
by another nation which had a vestige or a beginning of the patria potestas}'^ 

As with morals and family life, so also with religion. Bagehot, we 
know, laid great emphasis upon the role played by religion and re- 
ligious fears in the format ion of strong, compact groups. I le was equally 
convinced of the importance of religious sanctions and religious motiva- 
tions in more developed social and political life. 

Whatever may be the fate of his fame, Mr. Carlyle has taught the present 
generation many lessons and one of the.se is that “God fearing" armies are 
the best armies. Before this time people laughed at CromwelTs saying, 
“Trust in God and keep the powder dry." But now we know that the trust 
was of as much use as the powder if not more. That high concentration of 
steady feeling makes men dare everything and do anything.®® 

The conflict, the martial conflict, of nations has also brought it about 
that the lower, more primitive forms of religion have perished, and the 
higher, purer forms of religion have survived. 

The better religions have had a great physical advantage over the worse. 
. . . The savage subjected to a mean superstition is afraid to walk simply 
about the world. . . . But under the higher religions there is no similar slavery 
and no similar terror. . . . The belief of the Roman that he was to trust in the 
Gods of Rome for these Gods were stronger than all others; the belief of 
Cromwell’s soldiers that they were to “trust God and keep the powder dry" 

are great upward steps in progress More directly what I call the fortifying 

religions... have had plainly the most obvious effect in strengthening the 
races which believed them and in making those races the winning races.®^ 

The fourth fundamental doctrine in Bagehot’s political philosophy, 
the one which made him depart from the etatist tradition and join the 
liberals, was the notion that in the later stages of evolution the old 
form of government, government by despotism and government by 
customary law, does and should give way to “government by discus- 
sion,*' in which the individual is permitted a greater amount of persona! 
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freedom and in which some form of democratic control is introduced into 
governmental machinery. In claiming that all progress is the result of 
armed conflict, in claiming that the group is stronger and therefore 
better than the individual, that the compact, coherent group is stronger 
and therefore better than the loose group, Bagehot preached doctrines 
which were thoroughly acceptable to the radical etatists. But when he 
claimed that the strong, compact group was necessary and useful only 
at an early stage of evolution and that in later, more progressive ages a 
certain amount of individualism and democracy should be introduced 
into social and political life, the etatists raised a howl of disapproval. 
They pointed out that conflicts between nations are still just as impor- 
tant as the tribal conflicts in the past, that strong compact nations, 
nations organized on an etatist and authoritarian basis, still have a 
better chance of survival than nations which have been “corrupted” 
by liberal tendencies. 

Even Bagehot himself was rather cautious and sometimes even 
skeptical in his advocacy of liberal principles. In the first place he 
admitted that a certain amount of liberalism in modern states was 
permissible in modern society only because we have inherited a strong 
sense of law and order from our etatist forefathers. “We reckon as the 
basis of our culture upon an amount of order, of tacit obedience, of 
prescriptive government.” In other words, we in modern times can 
afford to be liberals after a fashion only because we have not lost our 
etatist instincts acquired when mankind was still very young. In the 
second place, Bagehot insisted that liberal institutions were not fitted 
for all countries or for all peoples, but only for a small number of 
specially capable nations. It seemed obvious to him that the French, 
for example, for all their quick-wittedness and vivaciousness, were ill- 
adapted to “government by discussion.” 

Bagehot happened to be in Paris in 1851 at the time when Napoleon 
III overthrew the French Republic and made himself dictator of France. 
Instead of being shocked by these proceedings, we find Bagehot writing 
a series of articles^® defending Napoleon’s actions, stoutly supporting 
the use of military violence, attacking the freedom of the press, and 
maintaining that PVance was wholly unfit for parliamentary govern- 
ment. At all costs the political fabric must be kept together and to do 
so Bagehot was willing to sacrifice both individualism and democracy. 
Bagehot did defend liberal institutions in England, but only because 
of the peculiar character of the English people. Individualism, laissez 
fairCj worked very well in England only because the English were too 



SOCIAL DARWINISM 47^ 

stupid to take undue advantage of their freedom. Democracy worked 
very well in England, but only because the bulk of the people were in- 
stinctively deferential to their social and economic betters. Thanks to 
the Englishman’s innate respect for rank, the apparently democratic 
changes of the nineteenth century have not altered the real position of 
the ruling classes. This is fortunate because the higher classes can still 
rule, and the higher classes have more political ability than the lower 
classes.'*® 

Bagehot, moreover, disagreed with most of his liberal friends and 
claimed that a liberal government was less strong and less stable than a 
despotic etatist government. “Though government by discussion has 
been a principal organ for improving mankind, yet from its origin it is 
a plant of singular delicacy.” Unless well-integrated and well- 
coordinated, governments by discussion are apt to fall in their conflicts 
with compact authoritarian governments. 

Their internal frailty is even greater. As soon as discussion begins, the 
savage propensities of men break forth; even in modern communities, where 
these propensities have been weakened by ages of culture and repressed by 
ages of obedience, as soon as a vital topic for discussion is well started, the 
keenest and most violent passions break forth. Easily destroyed as are early 
free states by forces from without, they arc even more liable to destruction by 
forces from within. On this account such states are rare in history.'*^ 

It is curious to find that one of the chief arguments which Bagehot 
used in defense of “government by discussion” is used by the etatist 
school as a weapon in the fight against liberal institutions. Bagehot 
(and the etatists) claim that liberal institutions, “government by dis- 
cussion,” lead to inaction, or at least to the slowing up of action. 

If you want to stop instant and immediate action, always make it a condi- 
tion that the action should not begin till a consideiable number of persons 
have talked it over and agreed on it. . . . Each kind of jxtsoii will have its 
spokesman; each spokesman will have his characteristic objection and each 
iiis characteristic counterobjection, and so in the end nothing will be done, 
or at least only the minimum which is plainly urgent.'*^ 

It so happens that Bagehot was opposed to overmuch and to overhasty 
action. “An inability to stay quiet, an irritable desire to act directly 
is one of the most conspicuous failings of mankind.” ^ To Bagehot 
therefore liberal institutions, by delaying action, are good. To the 
etatists, on the other hand, action, quick decisive action, is good, and to 
their minds authoritarian government is valuable if only because it 
permits and even aids such quick, decisive action. 
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Among the most influential apostles of Social Darwinism were the 
members of the so-called Austrian school of sociologists of whom the 
most important was Ludwig Gumplowicz (1838-1909). Though the 
school is called the Austrian school, it should be noted that Gumplowicz 
had numerous disciples in other countries, among them Franz Oppen- 
heimer, professor at Frankfurt, and Lester Ward, professor at Brown 
University and the real founder of sociological studies in America. 

Gumplowicz marks an important phase in the development of the 
radical etatist tradition. Considering that many of the later etatists 
were and are markedly anti-Semitic in tendency, it is rather amusing to 
note that (mmplowicz, one of their spiritual ancestors, was a Polish Jew. 
In spite of this Jewish background, Gumplowicz, as a young man, was 
an ardent supporter of the Polish national movement, and it was only 
after the collapse of this movement that Gumplowicz turned from active 
politics to academic life, becoming first an instructor and later a pro- 
fessor at the University of Graz. With this institution he remained 
connected for over thirty-three years. In his old age Gumplowicz con- 
tracted cancer of the tongue; his wife had been an invalid for several 
years. Unwilling to bear their miseries any longer, the devoted couple 
committed suicide together in 1909. 

The basis of Gumplowicz’s whole .sociological theory is that the state 
and all other political institutions originate in the conflict between 
groups and more especially in the conquest of one group by another. 
As the result of this doctrine Gumplowicz felt that it was necessary to 
accept etatism, the authority of the state over the individual, and 
authoritarianism, the control of the state by a small number of its citi- 
zens. 

Bagehot, for all his etatist leanings, retained a touch of old English 
individualism in his political philosophy. In Bagehot’s view, originally, 
in some very early and primitive state of nature, man lived a more or 
less isolated and non-social existence. To Bagehot it was only as a 
result of the fierce struggle for existence that man learned the value of 
cooperation and thus came to form small, compact groups. Gumplo- 
wicz, on the other hand, claimed that man has always been a gregari- 
ous and social animal and that from the earliest times on down, he has 
lived in groups; that the individual as a separate unit has never had any 
real existence. With Gumplowicz, therefore, the whole history of man- 
kind has been the history of groups, of the conflict between groups, and 
of the eventual domination of one group by another. In this group 
struggle it is, of course, the fittest which survive, and Gumplowicz along 
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with Bagehot thinks that the eternal strup^gle between i; roups and the 
domination of the less fit groups by the more lit groups has resulted not 
only in material but also in social and intellectual progress. 

After some hesitation Gumplowicz came to the conclusion that all the 
numerous races of men may at some very early period have had a com 
-moil origin, that all the various human races may have sprung from a 
single branch of some ape-like stock; but he was firmly convinced that for 
untold ages the various branches of this common human stock lived in 
complete isolation from one another with the result that all these various 
branches became highly differentiated both as regards body type and 
also with respect to such important matters as manners, customs, 
language, and religion. At the dawn of human history, when we first 
become acquainted with the condition of mankind, we find it split into 
a large number of sc^parate groups, each with its own physical type, its 
own social and moral pattern, its own language, its own religion. Each 
one of these groups Gumplowicz calls a race, giving to the word race a 
rather peculiar significance. To Gumplowicz it is certain that ah these 
races looked upon one another with marked hostility, that each race 
regarded the members of the other races as complete and absolute aliens, 
as beings who were scarcely human. For this reason to lob, to enslave, 
or to kill the members of an alien race was not considered as in any way 
a moral evil. 

To Gumplowicz these early groups or races were necessarily small; 
almost invariably the members of each group were united by ties of 
blood. In other words, these early units were merely small, compact, 
kinship groups. IJut though sniah the influence of such groups upon 
their members was overwhelming. The aci ions, the speech, even the 
thoughts of the individual were dominated by the group of which he 
was a member. 

It is not man himself who thinks but his social community; the source of 
his thoughts is in the social medium in which he lives, the social atmospheie 
which he breathes, and he can not think aught else than what the influences 

of his social environment concentrating upon his brain necessitate What 

we think is the necessary result of the mental influences to which we have 
been subjected since childhood.'*® 

To Gumplowicz thivS is more or less true even in modern times; it was 
absolutely true when the kinship group was the only social influence to 
which the individual was subjected. 

In these early “races” or kinship groups there was no political or 
ganization in the modern sense of the word. A vague sort of leadership 
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may have been exercised by the group elders or the group chief, but this 
leadership was not important, as all members of the group were con- 
sidered more or less equal. There were no castes or classes, no dis- 
tinctions between rulers and subjects; all members of the group were 
considered members of the same family, with a right to equal privileges. 
In such groups there were no laws or legal rights in the modern sense 
of the words, for to Gumplowicz all true laws and all true legal rights 
are the product of the state, which came into existence only in com- 
paratively modern times — many thousands of years after the evolution 
of mankind and of the various kinship groups. Among these early 
groups the place of true law, the dictates of the state, was taken by 
customary law, enforced by social and religious sanctions. To Gum- 
plowicz the early customary law has served as the basis of all later 
“morality” and “moral sense.” Every community or group, in order 
to preserve its own existence, created for itself a rigid code of conduct 
which it imposed on all its members. This code had, of course, a purely 
naturalistic origin, the desire of the group to insure divseipline and thus 
succeed in conflicts with other groups; but man is a “myth-maker and 
poet by nature,” and soon learned to ascribe a divine origin to the code 
which he himself invented as an aid to himself in the struggle for 
(‘xistence. 

In this attitude towards the origin of morals, Gumplowicz is only 
echoing the ideas enunciated by Bagehot, but Gumplowicz soon departs 
from Bagehot on one very vital point. To Bagehot the herd or the 
tribe developed into the state as the result of slow, internal evolution. 
To Gumplowicz, on the other hand, the state originated as the result 
of cataclysmic action, the conquest of one group by another, or rather 
by the conquest of several weaker groups by one powerful dominating 
group. 

Every political organization, and hence every developing organization, 
begins when one group permanently subjects another. Subjection of some 
to others is the source of political organization, is the condition essential to 
social growth. This proposition constitutes the corner stone of the author s 
theory.'*^ 

Gumplowicz is convinced that from very early times, from the period 
when the previously isolated human groups or “races” first came into 
contact with one another, they frequently came into armed conflict, 
and that from this conflict, especially from the triumph of the stronger 
over the weaker, there have arisen many important social, economic, 
and political consequences. As the result of tribal raids the women of 
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the weaker groups were seized and brought home to serve as the cx)n- 
cubines of the triumphant warriors. This, to Gumplowicz, was the 
origin of the modern family. In the early primitive horde, says Gum 
plowicz, there prevailed a system of sexual promiscuity, and descent 
and kinship were necessarily traced exclusively on the female sid(.‘. 
The triumphant warrior, however, insisted upon having exclusive sexual 
rights over the alien women he captured, and this fact eventually led 
to the tracing of descent on the father’s side. Just as tribal wars led 
to ‘‘father-hood, father-family, father-right,”^* so did such wars also 
lead to the institution of private property, a notable step in economic 
progress. To Gumplowicz the primitive horde was essentially com- 
munistic, all property being held in common; but in tribal conflicts 
the victorious warrior was allowed to keep the goods he had looted from 
the neighboring tribes. This dealt a deathblow to the earlier com- 
munism and indirectly led to the distinction between rich and poor. 
Finally the conflict between groups led to slavery. The defeated 
tribesmen, instead of being killed, were forced to labor for their vic- 
torious rivals, which led not only to rigorous class and caste distinctions, 
but also to the appearance of a leisure class, a group of persons who 
could live upon the exertions of others. Gumplowicz, like Aristotle, is 
convinced that it was the existence of this leisure class which in time 
permitted the growth of art, literature, science, and civilization. 

In very early times tribal conflicts were in the nature of casual raiding 
or looting parties and did not lead to permanent conquest or subjugation 
of peoples on a large scale. According to Gumplowicz, during this 
period we cannot, therefore, speak of the existence of fully fledged 
states, for the true state only emerges when one group gains complete 
and permanent control, both economic and political, over other groups. 
In insisting that practically all the historic states have come into ex- 
istence through conquest, Gumplowicz makes a very interesting con- 
tribution to political theory. Gumplowicz rejects as absurd the notion 
that the state was a divine creation, ordained and instituted by God 
for the control of sinful man. He rejects as equally absurd the idea 
that the state came into existence as the result of a voluntary compact 
or social contract between previously isolated individuals. He likewise 
rejects the Aristotelian doctrine that the family gradually and peace- 
fully expanded into the tribe and the tribe into the state. 

In claiming rhat the state originated in force, Gumplowicz had many 
predecessors, notably the French thinker, Jean Bodin. But most of 
these predecessors thought that the force used was the force employed 
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by an individual to secure control over the other members of his group. 
To Gumplowicz this individual force might bring about a change of 
rulers or a change in dynasty, but it would not account for the origin 
of the state as such. States as states have originated only when one 
group has by forceful means secured control over other groups. 

The state, . . . during the first stages of its existence, is a social institution, 
forced by a victorious group of men on a defeated group, with the sole purpose 
of regulating the dominion of the victorious group over the vanquished. . . 

Gumplowicz himself is content to lay down the general proposition 
that the state originates in conquest. His pupil, Oppenheimer, goes 
into greater detail and attempts to point out the various stages which 
take place in the formation of the state. To him most great states in 
the historic past have been formed as the result of the perpetual inroads 
of nomadic herdsmen into the territories occupied by peaceful agricul- 
turalists. During the first stage the invaders are content to kill, to rape, 
to loot, and to enslave. In the second stage, 

it begins to dawn on the consciousness of the wild herdsman that a murdered 
peasant can no longer plow, and that a fruit tree hacked down will no longer 
bear. In his own interest ... he lets the peasant live and the tree stand 

in order that he, himself, may collect fresh tribute at some future time. 
It was really this stage which 

gave birth to nation and state, to right [i.e., law] and the higher economics. 
. . The third stage arrives when the “surplus” obtained by the peasantry 
is brought by them regularly to the tents of the herdsmen as “tribute.” . . . 
By this means the peasantry is relieved entirely from the little irregularities 
connected with the former method of taxation, such as a few men knocked 
on the head, women violated, or farmhouses burned down.^^ 

The fourth stage is reached when the conquering or invading group 
settles down and resides permanently in the territory inhabited by the 
subjugated group, instead of visiting it periodically to collect tribute. 
At the fifth stage the conquerors insist on arbitrating the various dis- 
putes which arise among the subjugated peoples, especially quarrels 
between neighboring villages, as such quarrels, if fought out, would 
impair the capacity of the peasants to render service and tribute. In 
the sixth stage the conquerors and the conquered gradually amalgamate 
to form one nation, and the full-fledged state is born, with the conquerors 
no longer regarded as aliens, but merely as the upper or governing class. 

In modern historical times many states have arisen more directly, 
that is to say without going through all the six separate stages, but 
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Gumplowicz, and with him all of the members of the Austrian school, 
is convinced that all or practically all the great historical states have 
arisen through the conquest of one group by another, with the sole 
exception of those states which have arisen (like the states of the New 
World) by rebellion against previously existent states. In some ca^es 
the record is clear. Sparta we know arose from the Dorian conquest 
of an earlier autochthonous population; France from the Frankish con- 
quest of the Latinized Cells; England in the first place irom the Anglo- 
Saxon conquest of the early Britons, and then in a new fori;n from the 
Norman conquest of the Anglo-Saxons; Russia from the Varangian con- 
quest of* the Slavs. In some cases, as for example Athens and Rome, 
the real origin of the state is unknown or is beclouded by myth and 
fable, but even here, Gumplowicz asserts, we have strong indirect evi- 
dence that conquest played an important part in the formation of politi- 
cal institutions. 

Gumplowicz is convinced that law, in the modern sense of the word, 
and all legal rights and duties are the creations of the state and are the 
result of the attempt on the part of the conquerors to impose rigid living 
conditions upon the subjected populations. The old customary law of 
the kinship group, the root of modern morality, was quite different in 
character. It was imposed by the group upon itself. It was egali- 
tarian in its nature, imposing the same duties upon all persons. It 
was imposed not by force, but by tradition and by social and religious 
sanctions. Modern or state law, on the other hand, is essentially the 
command of the political sovereign and is enforced by the police and 
the judges are appointed by the sovereign. The Austrian school thinks 
that this modern type of law originated in the following way: 

After the conquest of one group by another, the conquered or tributary 
group is at first controlled by arbitrary military rule, but sooner or later 
such personal government grows wearisome, and some change is demanded. 
It is found that authority may be generalized and that rules may be adopted 
for the repressions of certain general classes of acts such as are most fre- 
quently committed. When this is found to be economical, still larger groups 
of conduct are made the suiqect of general regulation. 

In this fashion certain elementary legal principles were established 
which gradually grew into elaborate systems of jurisprudence. 

[Legal] rights are not the product of the individual and his nature and 
constitution, nor are they the creation of the folk or of a common will or 
national spirit Rights are a social creation, a form of communal life pro- 

duced by the conflict of unlike social groups of unequal power; such unlike- 
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ness and inequality is the necessary precondition of all rights. . . . Thus family 
right subjects the wife and children to the control of the father. . . . Property 
rights regulate the inequality between owner and non-owner in respect to the 
thing owned; the rights of inheritance regulate the inequality between the 
heir and the non-heir in respect of the inheritance; the rights of debtor and 
creditor regulate the inequality between them in respect of the obligation. 
In short every right comes from an inequality and aims to maintain and 
establish it through the sovereignty of the stronger over the weaker. In this 
respect every right is a true reflection of the state, to which it owes its exist- 
ence.^^ 

Gumplowicz agrees with Thrasymachus in Plato’s Republic, ‘*my 
doctrine is that justice is the interest of the stronger.” He is equally 
convinced that all talk of natural rights, alleged to exist outside the 
state, beyond its borders and superior to its authority, is ridiculous. 
The doctrine of natural rights is “overthrown, dead, and buried.” 
The doctrine of natural rights being absurd, it follows that all talk of 
innate or inalienable rights, such as the right to live or the right to work, 
is equally absurd. 

That man is a free being is pure imagination. . . . The premises of “inalien- 
able human rights” rest upon (he most unreasonable self-deification of man 
and overestimate the value of human life, and upon complete misconception 
of the only possible basis of the existence of the state. This fancied freedom 
and equality is incompatible with the state and is a complete negation of it.®^ 

To Gumplowicz it seems obvious that the state originated in conquest 
and is maintained by power or force. Without power or force the state 
would cease to exist; and that state is most successful and hence is the 
best which is the most powerful and most forceful in its operations. To 
talk of the private rights of the individual against the state is nonsense. 
As all rights are derived from the state, the state has the “right” to 
treat its subjects in any way it pleases. Freedom and equality are 
myths which should be dismissed from serious political discussion. 
Arguing as he does from these premises, it is not surprising that Gum- 
plowicz dismisses all international or cosmopolitan ideals with a sneer. 
To him, as we know, the normal relation between two alien ^groups is 
that of conflict. In primitive times the conflicting groups were tribes 
or “races.” In modern times states have taken the place of the earlier 
“races,” but the principle of conflict still remains. When two states 
are in contact with one another they are bound to compete with one 
another either in the political or in the economic sphere or in both. So 
long as the state has aggressive power, it strives to augment and increase 
its territory, to conquer, and to colonize. “ This continues until strength 
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fails from internal or external causes or until the state is surpassed by 
other states or crippled. Only when strength fails does strife cease.** ** 
When one remembers that Gumplowicz thinks the state begins with 
ruthless conquest and is maintained by the relentless use of force, one 
would think that to Gumplowicz and his followers the state would 1 e 
regarded as something inherently evil. Such is far from the case The 
state to them is not only necessary, the inevitable outcome of social 
evolution, but it is also something inherently good. Without the state, 
brutal though it is, there would be no industry, no commerce, no matei ial 
progress. Without the state and its forceful inequalities, there would 
be no literature, no art, no science. In the primitive horde there was 
indeed equality, but equality in misery. In the state there is inequality, 
but at least some of its subjects, usually the strongest or the cleverest, 
have a chance to improve their living conditions and to develop their 
higher faculties. 

The only choice for men here below is between the state vdth its necessary 
servitude and inequality and — anarchy. There is much unavoidable evil 
in the former, but on the other hand it promotes and protects the greatest 
good that man can experience on earth. Anarchy raises infinitely the evil 
which is unavoidable in the state without affording even die least of its ad- 
vantages, for the greatest human evil here below is human stupidity and base- 
ness. Scarcely can the state hold it in check, in a condition of anarchy it 
rages without restraint, heaping horror upon horror. There is no third 
choice, for it is impossible to return to the primitive horde, and between these 
two modes of social existence, the state and anarchy, it is not hard to choose. 

Gumplowicz’ theory of the state as force or power gives strong though 
indirect support to the etatist cause. Equally important is another 
pha.se of Gumplowicz’ political philosophy, the theory of class conflict, 
which serves as a support of authoritarianism, i!ie belief that a small 
minority of the citizens should and must control the organs of govern- 
ment. Briefly stated, Gumplowicz* theory is that the historical de- 
velopment of the state gradually brings about the superficial assimila- 
tion of all the heterogeneous groups within the state and eventually 
produces what appears to the casual observer a single homogeneous 
people or nation. In reality, however, each people, each nation, 
continues to coiusist of a number of separate groups — the so-called 
social and economic classes. These groups or classes are always in 
bitter, though hidden, conflict with one another, and the political 
history of each state is really the story of these group or class conflicts. 
In these conflicts it is, of course, the fittest which succeed in dominating 
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the less fit groups, which means that it is the fittest which seize and 
maintain control over the governmental machinery. 

The process of integration or superficial assimilation which goes on 
within the state is, to Gumplowicz’ mind, obvious to all students of 
history. At first the conquerors (the ruling class within the state) 
differ in body type, in language, in religion from the conquered (the 
subject classes). But as time goes on these differences tend to disappear. 

The two dialects become one language; or one of the two, often of an entirely 
different stock from the other, becomes extinct. This, in some cases, is the 
language of the victors, but more frequently that of the vanquished. Both 
cults amalgamate to one religion, in which the tribal god of the conquerors is 
adored as the principal divinity, while the old gods of the vanquished become 
either his servants, or, as demons or devils, his adversaries. The bodily 
type tends to assimilate, through the influence of the same climate and similar 
mode of living. Where a strong difference between the types existed or is 
maintaineil, the bastards, to a certain extent, fill the gap — so that, in spite of 
the still existing ethnic contrast, everybody more and more, begins to feel that 
the type of the enemies beyond the border is more strange, more “foreign” 
than is the new co-national type. Lords and subjects view one another as 
“we,” at least as concerns the enemy beyond the border; and at length the 
memory of the different origin completely disappears.^® 

This process of integration or assimilation is greatly aided by the 
fact that the state in the course of its development produces a number 
of new groups or classes, and the very existence of these new groups 
tends to blur the sharp line of demarcation between the highest (or 
conquering) and the lowest (or conquered) classes. At first the state 
has only the rulers or landowning lords on the one side and the land- 
tilling, rent-paying peasants on the other. But before long there ap- 
pears a middle class of merchants and industrialists. To Gumplowicz 
and his school, this new merchant class originates by immigration or 
the settlement within the state of foreigners who are attracted to the 
towns and villages by the possibilities of trade. Gumplowicz tries to 
show that in primitive states the bulk of the traders are aliens. In 
Athens most of the trade lay with the metics or resident strangers; in 
mediaeval England most of the merchants were Flems, or Germans, 
or Italians. Even in more modern times the merchant classes of Tur- 
key, of Hungary, of Poland have been foreigners, either Armenians or 
Jews or Germans. 

As states develop, this middle class group also becomes assimilated, 
adopting the language and the religion of the country in which it resides. 
Usually it begins to recruit new members from the other groups or 
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classes, from the poorer members of the lordly class and from the more 
ambitious members of the peasant class, until in the end the middle 
class is completely “nationalized.** In most cases economic and social 
progress means that many new classes or groups develop, such as the 
priestly class and the various professional groups. For the most part 
the members of the new groups are likewise recruited from among the 
members of the older groups, and hence from the very beginning are not 
regarded as alien elements within the community. 

In this way the fully developed state, though really formed from 
many different ethnic elements, eventually secures a simple homogene- 
ous appearance. The teaching of and the belief in rabid nationalism 
tend to emphasize this illusion. In reality, however, each group within 
the state, whatever its origin, remains or becomes a separate element. 
“Each has its own interests which it represents, its own power which it 
strives to increase, and each bears down upon the others according to 
its strength and their resistance.** Above all, each group tries to 
secure a dominating influence over the state and the machinery of 
government. However uniform it may appear, “every state in history 
was or is a state of classes, a polity of superior and inferior social groups, 
based upon distinctions either of rank or of property.** However 
much each class or group pays lip service to the ideal of national soli- 
darity, each group naturally and normally endeavors to keep the 
others in their place by seeking its own advantage through the exploita- 
tion of the others and keeping its own interests intact. “The struggle 
between social groups, the component parts of the state, is as inexorable 
as that between hordes or states. The only motive is self-interest.*’ 

Gumplowicz and his school make an elaborate attempt to interpret 
all political history in terms of group or class struggle. The internal 
history of Athens or of Rome is largely the story of the struggle between 
the eupatridae and the commoners, or between the patricians and the 
plebeians — later on between the rich and the poor. Rome changed 
from a republic to an empire because the Caesars managed to get the 
organized support of the great unwashed. In mediaeval times class 
struggles involved such separate elements as the central authority (the 
emperor or king), the higher feudal nobility, the lower nobility, the 
burghers, the common freemen, and the serfs. The conflicts and the 
coalitions between these various groups account for the developments 
which took place during the Middle Ages. In the sixteenth century we 
find a coalition between the king and the rising middle classes to put 
down the power of the feudal nobility — thus producing centralization 
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and “benevolent despotism/* During the eighteenth century a change 
of coalitions took place. The king and the nobility banded together 
to keep the middle classes in their place. The middle classes in return 
secured for themselves the support of the lower classes, with crises such 
as the American and French Revolutions as the inevitable result. 

Some of the adherents of the Austrian school, men such as Oppen- 
heimer and Ward, hope that the class state of the past and present will 
eventually give way to a utopian, classless state. Gumplowicz, how- 
ever, the patriarch of the school, insists that such views are completely 
visionary. To him, classes, groups, and group conflicts are eternal and 
necessary elements in human society. A classless society is sheer 
nonsense and wherever, as in revolutionary France, an attempt is made 
to establish such a society, the result is always anarchy, followed by 
reaction and the re-establishment of classes, of class conflict, and the 
domination of the less efficient by the more efficient classes. A state is 
and always will be 

the organized c(»ntro! of the minority over the majority. This is the only 
true and universal definition; it is apt in every case.®'* The rulcrship of a ma- 
jority over a minority is as unthinkable as it is absurd. It lies in the nature 
of things that a pyramid must rest on a broad basis, becoming smaller and 
smaller as it rises to the top. It is impossible to place a pyramid upside 
down, with its broad base suspended in the air. In like manner it lies in 
the nature of rulership that it can only exist in the domination of the minor- 
ity over the majority.®® 

The establishment of parliamentary machinery or of universal man- 
hood suffrage does not, to Gumplowicz, affect the truth of this state- 
ment. “The outer form of the government is not the decisive 
factor; the fight of the classes is carried on and leads to the same 
result in a republic as in a monarchy.” In a democratic republic the 
great mass of the population must continue to live in poverty, earning 
their living by hard labor while a minority of “exploiters” gather in the 
tribute. In a democratic republic, real effective political control is not 
with the masses, but with the plutocratic wire-pullers or with rabble- 
rousing demagogues. The socialists aim at a classless democratic 
state, but in point of fact the triumph of socialism means either the 
rule of a small number of bureaucrats or the dictatorship of the pro- 
letariat — and the proletariat means, in practice, not the broad mass 
of the workers, but a small and highly organized group within the work- 
ing class. Make what legislative reforms we will, the world is and will 
continue to be dominated by a minority. 
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If a state must necessarily be dominated by a minority, the question 
then arises which minority, which group or coalition of groups, should 
control the state? To this question Gumplowicz refuses to give a direct 
answer. A scientist, according to Gumplowicz, should lay aside all 
questions of value. He should dismiss from his mind all thought of 
what should or should not take place. But behind this mask of ob- 
jectivity we soon see that Gumplowicz is in favor of dictatorial control 
by the upper and middle classes. To Gumplowicz the struggle for 
existence results in the survival or rather the domination of the fittest — 
and broadly speaking the fittest are also the “best.” The struggle 
between the groups or classes has brought the fittest, the “best” ele- 
ments to the top of the social, political, and economic ladder. In “the 
subjection of one social group by another and the establishment of 
sovereignty . . . the sovereign body is always less numerous. But 
numerical superiority is supplemented by mental superiority.” 
There may, of course, be many individual exceptibns, but as a general 
rule each group in the social pyramid occupies the place which it has 
proved itself > the fittest to occupy. Once we grant these premises; 
once we admit that the state must always be dominated by a small 
minority; once we further admit that the upper and middle strata of 
society are not only the fittest, but also inherently the best — it should 
follow that we must take the further step and ^accept the doctrine that 
the upper and middle classes should constitute the minority entrusted 
with the control of the machinery of government. Such at least were 
the conclusions drawn from Gumplowicz's political philosophy by later 
authoritarians. 

EUGENICS AND THE DOCTRINE OF CLASS SUPERIORITY 

Closely associated with the doctrines of Social Darwinism, though 
differing in one or two essential respects, are the teachings of the group 
of men whom we may call the eugenists, the originators of the science of 
eugenics. This school came into existence through the efforts of two 
Englishmen, Sir Francis Galton (1822-19J1) and Karl Pearson (ISS?- 
1936), but the work of these two men has been supplemented by a large 
number of other persons, some biologists, some psychologists, some 
sociologists, in all the principal countries of the world. Last but not 
least, the eugenic doctrine has been taken over by a number of social 
and political philosophers who have tried to make eugenics the basis 
for a new start in political speculation. Of these one of the most popular 
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and widely read is the American, Lothrop Stoddard, the author of 
The Rising Tide of Color and The Revolt against Civilization, 

The eugenists agree with the older generation of Social Darwinism in 
accepting the doctrine of evolution and ip teaching that evolution has 
taken place largely through the struggle for existence and the survival 
of the fittest. But whereas the older Social Darwinists, men such as 
Bagehot and Gumplowicz, took it for granted that the survival of the 
fittest meant, broadly speaking, the survival of the best, the eugenists 
are far more skeptical and far more pessimistic. They are convinced 
that a careful study of sociological data shows that under a system of 
purely natural selection, the survivors in the struggle for existence may 
be, and frequently are, the inferior rather than the superior breed. 
They are even more insistent in claiming that under the prevailing 
social, economic, and political systems the superior types of human 
beings are tending to die out, while the inferior types are tending to 
multiply. From these premises the eugenists draw the conclusion 
that the state should step in and counteract the workings of natural 
selection by aiding or forcing the better stocks to multiply and by 
forceful elimination of the worse stocks. This doctrine may be said 
to constitute a new variation of the old etatist theme. Equally im- 
portant is the fact that most eugenists show a strong tendency to assert 
that social and political leadership should be placed in the hands of the 
biologically better stocks — and thus give voice to a variation of the 
old authoritarian theme. 

The first basic doctrine in the eugenists’ creed is that men are naturally 
and innately unequal. It is obvious to everyone that men differ in their 
bodily characteristics, such as stature, weight, pigmentation, and health. 
Careful psychological tests show that they also differ in their energy, 
their power of seeing and hearing, their sensitivity to sensations, their 
mental imagery, their sociability, their creative ability, and their native 
intelligence. These differences, these inequalities, physical, emotional, 
and mental, are declared to be inborn and not merely the result of 
differences in environment and education. It is readily admitted that 
environment and education do play a part in developing or suppressing 
natural abilities, but neither environment nor education is sufficient to 
account for the obvious differences in human types. A white man 
born and brought up in the Congo does not grow up to be a Negro. 
A Negro born and brought up in England does not become a Caucasian. 
In the English public (or boarding) schools the boys eat the same 
food, wear the same clothes, are usually given the same personal 
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allowance, live in the same buildings, and attend the same classes, yet 
show an enormous variation in their mental abilities. 

The idea of natural equality is one of the most pernicious delusions that 
has ever afflicted mankind. It is a figment of the human imagination. 
Nature knows no equality. The most cursory examination of natural phe- 
nomena reveals the presence of a law of inequality as universal and inflexible 
as the law of gravitation. . . . Not only are the various life types profoundly 
unequal in qualities and capacities; the individual members of each type are 
similarly differentiated amongst themselves. No two individuals are ever 
precisely alike. . . . Individual inequalities steadily increase as we ascend the 
biological scale. The amoeba differs very little from his fellows; the dog 
piuch more so; man most of all. And inequalities between men likewise be- 
come ever more pronounced. The innate differences between members of 
a low grade savage tribe are as nothing compared with the abyss sundering 
the idiot and the genius who co-exist in high grade civilization. Thus we 
see that evolution means a process of ever growing inequality. There is in 
fact no such word as equality in nature’s lexicon. With an increasingly 
even hand she distributes health, beauty, vigor, intelligence, genius — 
all the qualities which .confer on their possessors superiority over their 
fellows.** 

Even among persons with very similar body type or outward appear- 
ance and with very similar environmental background, there are enor- 
mous differences with respect to innate intellectual ability. Take for 
example the American people. With the exception of the Negroes, the 
American Indians, and a few persons of Oriental extraction, the Ameri- 
cans are racially more or less homogeneous, at least to the extent that 
they are all Caucasoids. Americans tend more and more to adopt a 
uniform culture pattern. In America class differences are far less bind- 
ing and far less rigid than in Europe. In America we have universal 
compulsory education, so that practically all persons receive at least a 
grammar school education, and yet numerous psychological tests (the 
so-called intelligence tests) show that Americans differ widely with 
respect to innate mental capacity. The eugenists stress the point that 
these tests are tests of innate intelligence and not of knowledge. A 
person with an imperfect education may well have only a very scanty 
stock of knowledge, and yet this person may show himself to have a 
very higji potential intelligence. A large number of intelligence tests, 
taken in various parts of America, seem to show that less than five per 
cent of the population possess very superior intelligence; that about nine 
per cent possess superior intelligence; that about twenty-five per cent of 
the population show either inferior or very inferior intelligence ; and that 
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the remainder of the population may be said to possess '‘average** in- 
telligence. According to Stoddard these tests 

have conclusively proved . . . that individuals come into the world differing 
vastly in mental capacities;, that such differences remain virtually constant 
throughout life and cannot be lessened by environment or education . . that 
the number of really superior persons is small and that the great majority 
of even the most civilized populations are of mediocre or low intelligence.®® 

To the eugenists these facts are remarkable because they so flatly 
contradict so many of the older theories regarding the essential equality 
of all human beings. To the early Christians all souls were equal in 
the sight of God. To the Stoic philosophers all men were fundamentally 
and “naturally** equal, all seeming inequalities being the result of ac- 
cident or artificial convention. This same egalitarianism dominated 
philosophical thought during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
and continued to prevail during the early part of the nineteenth century. 
The great English philosophers, Hobbes and Locke and Hume, dif- 
fered radically from one another on many points, but they all agreed 
that man in “a state of nature” is more or less equal; that the mind of 
all human beings at birth is a blank sheet which, through education, 
experience, association, habit, can be moulded and developed to an 
unlimited extent in any manner or direction. Some minds have been 
better, others worse moulded — and that is the only difference between 
the intelligence of various men and of various classes of men. In the 
middle of the nineteenth century J. S. Mill could still declare. 

Of all vulgar modes of escaping from the corihideration of the effects of 
social and moral influences on the human mind, the most vulgar is that of 
attiibuting the diversities of conduct and character to inherent natural dif- 
ferences. 

Of great importance is the fact that the classical expositions of 
liberalism with their emphasis upon democracy were all based upon the 
assumption that men are “naturally** more or less equal. If the 
eugenists be right, if men are naturally and innately unequal, it seems 
obvious that the old liberal creed must either be abandoned or else 
radically reinterpreted. 

The second basic doctrine in the eugenists* creed is that the innate 
differences which exist between men are hereditary. Just as the chil- 
dren of blond parents are blond and the children of brunette parents are 
brunette, so, in like manner, the children of “superior** parents are 
superior and the children of “inferior** parents inferior. 
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A man’s natural abilities are derived by inheritance under exactly the same 
limitations as the form and physical features of the whole organic world. 

. . 

If two children are taken, of whom one has a parent exceptionally gifted 
in a high degree . . . and the other has not, the former child has an enormously 
greater chance of turning out to be gifted in a high degree than the other. 

In fact the whole eugenic creed may be summed up in the words of 
Karl Pearson, “Man varies, and these variations, favorable and un- 
favorable, are inherited.” Members of the same stock inherit not 
only the physical but also the psychological and pathological character- 
istics of their ancestors. Not only may we say that able fathers produce 
able children in a much larger proportion than the generality, but we 
may also say that specific ability, like that of a mathematician, a 
musician, an eminent lawyer, or a statesman, is commonly inherited. 

In their efforts to emphasize the importance of heredity, the eugenists 
consistently ridicule the idea that environment is in any way as 
important as directly inherited capacity in the formation of superior or 
inferior individuals. 

I acknowledge freely the great power of education and social infiuences in 
developing the active powers of the mind, just as I acknowledge the effect 
of use in developing the muscles of a blacksmith, and no further. Let the 
blacksmith labor as he will, he will find that there are certain feats beyond 
his power that are well within the strength of a man of herculean make, 
even although the latter may have led a sedentary life.^® 

To the eugenists, of course, a man is of “herculean make” because of 
his hereditary background. 

Some of the older biologists, such as Spencer, were earnest apostles of 
the importance of heredity, but claimed that environment or education 
had at least an indirect effect upon the future of a nation through the 
inheritance of acquired characteristics. According to Spencer, there 
are indeed innately superior and inferior human stocks, because of the 
difference in their respective ancestors. But to Spencer the inferior 
stocks arc not doomed to remain forever inferior. If we take a child of 
inferior stock, and by careful education improve his qualities of body 
and mind, by the Spencerian theory, many of the good qualities and 
good instincts he acquires in this way will be transmitted to his offspring. 
Conversely, if we take a child of superior stock and allow him to debauch 
his talents through sloth or riotous living, the progeny of this child will 
tend to display a similar degeneration in virtue and health, and will be 
born with lower, coarser instincts than their father originally possessed. 
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Many of tlie bocial rofoniicjs, both liberals and socialists, during the 
nineteenth century, found great solace and great inspiration in the 
doctrine of the transmission of acquired characteristics. Departing 
from the complete egalitarianism of the eighteenth century, they ad- 
mitted that at any one time and place some persons are superior, others 
inferior; but they insisted that this disparity need not be permanent. In 
the course of a few generations the inferior stock might improve, the 
superior degenerate, so that the relative position of the two strains 
might be completely reversed. 

The comfortable and optimistic doctrine was preached that we had only 
to improve one generation by more healthy surroundings, or by better educa- 
tion; and by the mere action of heredity the next general ion would begin on 
a higher level of natural endowments than its predecessor. And so from 
generation to generation, on this theory, we could hope continually to raise 
the inborn character of a race in an unlimited progress of cumulative im- 
provement.^^ 

In marked contrast to all such notions, the eugenists are vehement 
in their insistence that acquired characteristics arc not and cannot be 
transmitted by inheritance. To them the characteristics, the habits, 
the instincts which a person acquires during his lifetime have no effect 
whatever upon the character, the qualities, or instincts inherited by 
his children. According to the eugenists, some human stocks are 
superior, others inferior; and they retain their superiority or inferiority 
throughout the centuries. If, say the eugenists, we take a boy of in- 
ferior stock, a son of dull-witted parents and himself rather dull-witted, 
we may, by changing his environment, by careful, scientific education 
enormously improve his normal mental capacity. Such a person might 
even become a reasonably good scholar, but such improvements would 
be limited to a single generation. Because of his ancestral strain the 
children of all such persons would be born dull-witted and all the work 
of special education and improvement would have to be done over again. 
Conversely a person of good stock might, because of bad environment 
or bad education, appear stupid to the casual observer, but the children 
of such a man would be born with their innate mental qualities unim- 
paired and with favorable opportunity might prove themselves to be 
geniuses. 

Genetics . . . teaches that humanity consists of numerous hereditary strains, 
good, mediocre, and bad, which arc for all purposes of practical sociology un- 
changeable; that this principle applies alike to physical, mental, and spiritual 
qualities. 
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To the eugenists many of the social reforms advocated by the en- 
vironmentalists seem of very dubious value. The clearance of slums, 
free medical care for the poor, the granting of money to those unable to 
support themselves, and universal education at times may be very in- 
jurious to the community. It is, say the eugenists, impossible per- 
manently to improve the human stock in this fashion. Inferior stock 
will continue to breed inferior children, however much we may improve 
its external surroundings. Moreover, financial and medical aid to the 
social misfits may well mean that many inferior strains will be artificially 
preserved when they ought to be allowed to perish. In addition, social 
reforms may well involve a waste of necessarily limited resources in 
favor of the weak to the neglect of and at the expense of the innately 
superior. To the eugenists the environment may not be completely 
neglected, because faulty training or meager schooling would retard the 
development of even superior individuals, but they insist that the only 
way in which mankind or the nation can be surely and lastingly im- 
proved is by increasing the number of persons hereditarily endowed 
with superior qualities, and decreasing the number of persons heredi- 
tarily endowed with inferior qualities. 

The third basic doctrine of the eugenist school is that the innately 
superior persons and stocks tend to rise to the top of the social, economic, 
and political ladder, and the innately inferior persons and stocks tend to 
stay at the bottom of this ladder. In other words, in every country 
whatever its political or economic system may be, the higher classes are 
generally innately superior to the lower classes, and in a rough-and-ready 
way we may say that the social and economic position of any human 
group corresponds fairly closely to its innate qualities and capacities. 

The eugenists devote much time to showing that the upper and middle 
classes, in spite of their inferiority in number, have produced far more 
men of genius and of talent than the lower classes. In Europe, the 
royal families have led in the production of men of genius. In a study 
made of royal families, amongst 800 individuals, 25 are declared to have 
been geniuses, an unusually high average.*^® A study of the most out- 
standing persons in English history shows that the upper and profes- 
sional classes, though numbering only 4^ per cent of the population, have 
produced 63 per cent of the men of genius, while the laboring class, 
numbering 84 per cent of the population, have produced only 12 per 
cent of the British men of genius. Especially noteworthy, so the 
eugenists tell us, is the fact that the common laborers, that is, the more 
or less unskilled laborers, numbering 74 per cent of the population, have 
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produced only 2| per cent of the men of genius. It is claimed thai 
studies in France, in Germany, and in the United States have led to 
very similar conclusions. 

The environmentalists, of course, claim that these conclusions are 
fallacious; that, even if the figures cited be true, they prove nothing be- 
cause of the fact that the upper and middle classes have had greater 
educational advantages and have had greater leisure as a result of their 
economic independence and so could devote themselves with less diffi- 
culty to the higher things of life. To the eugenists all such arguments 
are absurd. “I believe,” says Galton, “that if the eminent men of any 
period had been changelings when babies a very fair proportion of those 
who survived and retained their health up to fifty years of age, would, 
notwithstanding their altered circumstances, have risen to eminence.” 

In those few cases where geniuses are born among the lower classes, such 
persons have been able to overcome the handicaps of their unfortunate 
environment. 

It is a fact that numbers of men rise before they are middle aged from the 
humbler ranks of life to that worldly position in v\hi( h it is of no importance 
to their future career how their youth has been pasvsed. . . . Another argument 
to prove that the hindrances of English social life are not effectual in repress- 
ing high ability is that the number of eminent men in England is as great as 
in other countries where fewer hindranc es exist. 

The eugenists claim that the position assumed on this point by Galton 
has been proved by the results of recent intelligence tests. “It is ex- 
tremely significant to observe how closely intelligence is correlated with 
industrial or professional occupation, social, or economic status.” 

In a series of tests upon the intelligence of children in the American 
schools it was found that intelligence of 110 to 120 I.Q. (the range de- 
fined as superior intelligence) is approximately five times as common 
among children of superior social status as among children of infe- 
rior social status, the group with “superior intelligence” being made 
up largely of children of fairly successful members of the mercantile or 
professional classes. In a still higher intelligence group, those with an 
I.Q. above 120, defined as children “with very superior intelligence,” 
the results are even more striking. Among a series of 476 children 
“there was not a single one reaching 120'" whose social class was de- 
scribed as ‘below average.’ . . . The 120 -140 group is made up almost 
entirely of children whose parents belong to the professional or very 
successful business classes. The child of a skilled laborer belongs here 
occasionally, the child of a common laborer very rarely indeed.” 
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It is claimed that very similar results were obtained from intelligence 
tests made up of adults. In this connection great emphasis is laid 
upon the tests conducted upon 1,700,000 officers and men during the 
World War. In the first place, it was found that there was a great 
difference between the native intelligence of officers, non-commissioned 
officers, and privates. The great majority of officers were found to have 
either '‘very superior” or “superior” intelligence. Among the sergeants 
and corporals more than one half were graded “average” in intelligence. 
With the rank and file, persons of “average” intelligence constituted the 
overwhelming majority with a small minority of persons with “very 
superior,” “superior” intefligence, and with a somewhat larger minority 
of persons with definitely “inferior” intelligence. 

Next as to the correlation between intelligence and civilian occupations, 
the professions were found to contain a great majority of A and B men (i.e., 
persons with “very superior” and “superior” intelligence). The percentage 
of superior inltTigence .sank steadily through the skilled and st'mi-skilled 
occupations until it was least of all among the common laborers, very few 
of whom were found to possi'ss intelligence grading highiT than C (“av^erage” 
intelligence) wliih' most of them graded C— (“low average” intelligence) 
or D (“inftM'ior” intelligence) ... In otluT words, a gi\’en j)opulation tends 
to become nioie and more differentiated biologically, the upf)er social clavsses 
containing an ever larger proportion of persons of superior natural endow- 
ments, while the lower social classes contain a growing portion of inferiors.*^ 

Arguing from these premises the eugenists draw some very interesting 
conclusions in the field of social and political theory. In the first place 
it seems clear to them that education must be different for the different 
social groups, corresponding to the differentiation in their inner ability. 
The old American theory of education — a state school attended by rich 
and poor, high and low — is assailed. The lower classes should indeed be 
educated, but in such a way as to prepare them for their menial position 
in life. It is better that the higher classes go to special schools where 
care can be taken in developing their superior intelligence. In the sec- 
ond place the eugenists ylaim that a rather rigid class system is ad- 
vantageous socially and politically. 

Let there be a ladder from class to class and from occupation to occupation, 
but let it not be a very easy ladder to climb. Great ability (as Faraday) will 
get up and that is all that is socially advantageous. The gradation of the 
body social is not a mere historical anomaly; it is largely the result of long 
continued selection, economically differentiating the community into classes, 
roughly fitted to certain work.®^ 
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The fourth basic doctrine of the eugenists is that under present con- 
ditions the superior stocks show a tendency to die out, while the inferior 
stocks are increasing in number. It is, of course, a notorious fact that 
the upper classes are less fertile than the lower classes, certainly at the 
present day. More often than not, the upper classes and upper middle 
classes have only one or two children, while the ditch-digger or the un- 
skilled laborer has a family of nine or ten. If the ditch-digger were 
innately as capable as the, professional man, or if his children were 
mentally on a par with those of the professional man, there would be 
nothing tragic or dangerous about this situation, but according to the 
eugenists’ creed, as we know, the professional man is usually a man with 
superior intelligence, able to transmit this superior intelligence to his 
children, while the ditch-digger is usually a man of low intelligence and 
his children will, in all likelihood, also be persons of low intelligenca 
According to the eugenists, it is impossible to effect any permanent 
improvement in inferior stocks; they breed true to type, generation after 
generation.. If this be true it is obvious that with the suf^erior stocks 
constantly decreasing in number, and the inferior stocks constantly in- 
creasing in number in any given nation, that nation is inevitably 
destined to degeneration. 

As civ^ilization progresses, inborn superiority tends to drain out of the 
lower social levels up into the higher social classes. And probably never 
before in human history has this selective process gone on so raf)idly and so 
thoroughly as today. But it may be asked, is this not a matter for rejoicing'^ 
. . . Unfortunately no; not as society is now constituted. On the contrary, 
if these tendencies continue under present social conditions the concentration 
of superiority in the upper .social levels will spell general racial impoverish- 
ment and hence a general decline in civilization. Let us remember that fatal 
tendency to use up and e.xterminate racial values, to impoverish human 
stocks by the dual process of socially sterilizing superior strains and multi- 
plying inferiors. I'he history of civilization is a scries of racial tragedies. 
Race after race has entered civilization’s portals; entered in the pink of condi- 
tion, full of superior strains, slowly selected and accumulated by the drastic 
methods of primitive life. Then, one by one, these races have been insidiously 
drained of the best until, unable to carry on, they have sunk back into im- 
potent mediocrity.*'* 

The civilization of America depends on your continuing to produce A and 
B men in fair numbers. And at present A men are 4 per cent, the B men 9 
per cent and you are breeding from the lower part of the curve. The A men 
and the B men, the college bred, do not maintain their numbers, while the 
population swells enormously. If this goes on for a few generations, wil! 
not the A men and even the B men become as rare as white elephants, dropping 
to a mere fraction of one per cent. It is only too probable. 
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The older Social Darwinists, men such as Spencer, and to a certain 
extent even Bagehot and Gumplowicz, could look with favor upon 
laissez faire and governmental inaction in the social and economic 
spheres. To them the struggle for existence in this, as in all other 
spheres, led to the survival of the fittest, and the fittest “are, broadly 
speaking,” the best. To them it is, therefore, unnecessary and even 
unwise for the state to step in and try consciously to modify the natural 
course of evolution. Leave things alone, and natural forces will con- 
tinue to foster evolution and progress. To the eugenists, on the other 
hand, no such optimistic view is possible. To them the course of natural 
selection is leading to racial and hence to national degeneration. To 
them the only way in which this degeneration can be stopf)ed is for the 
state to abandon its policy of laissez faire and substitute artificial (that 
is, state-controlled) selection for natural selection. 

The eugenic program demands a far-reaching plan for state activity. 
The program demands that the state 

(1) see to it that the most inferior persons have no children at all. This is 
to be accomplished by the compulsory sterilization of the least desirable 
element in the population, such as lunatics, feeble-minded persons, and 
habitual criminals. (2) The state must also see that other inferior persons 
have fewer children than they do now. There nui^ always be hewers of 
wood and drawers of water, and as a result it is neither possible nor advisable 
to sterilize the general run of the lower classes, who must always provide 
this element in the community.... It is, however, necessary that the state 
see to it that this section of the population docs not increase out of all propor- 
tion to the other groups within the nation. This may be done in part by the 
inculcation of birth control principles amongst the lower orders and in part 
by the closing of certain charitable institutions (e g free maternity hospitals) 
which merely encourage the poorer classes to produce children with no thought 
of /the future. (3) The state must also see to it that a larger number of 
superior persons have children than at present. By means of stringent taxa- 
tion college graduates and “other superior persons” should be compelled to 
marry and produce children. As many members of the upper middle class 
are hindered by economic strain from having large families, the state should 
provide subsidies for eac h child born to persons who can prove themselves 
to be “of superior stock.” 


Many of the eugenists go even further in their advocacy of state in- 
terference. If it can be proved that the present economic setup favors 
the increase of the inferior and the decrease of the superior stock, the 
state must step in and radically change this setup and provide one 
which is capable of improving the racial strain. 
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Unless we are prepared to cast away the labors of our forefathers and to 
vanish with the Empires of the past, we must accept the office of deciding 
who are the fittest to prosper and to have ofl'si)ring, who are the persons whose 
moral and intellectual worth make it right* that they and their descendants 
should be placed in a position of pre-eminence in our midst, and which are 
the families on whose upbringing the time and the money of society are best 
bestowed. We must acquiesce in the principle that the man who has made 
his five talents into ten shall profit l)y the skill and energy he has shown, and 
that the man who has repeatedly failed to use his one talent shall have no 
further chance of wasting the corporate resources on himself and his descend- 
ants.^® 

It would perhaps be unfair to say that the eugenists are radical 
etatists, but it is certainly true that the eugenist creed gives strong even 
if indirect support to the ctatist cause. It is equally true that the 
eugenist creed gives strong even if indirect support to authoritarianism 
as opposed to democracy. With the British and American eugenists, 
living as they do in countries with strong liberal traditions, this op- 
position to democracy Jias to be discreet lest it arouse vehement public 
opposition to the whole eugenist movement, but however veiled or 
disguised, this anti-democratic feeling is to be found in nearly all of 
the eugenist writings. Professor East, one of the least radical of the 
eugenists, says; ♦ 

Our whole govenimciital system is out of harmony with genetic common 
sense. Would it not be better to revise it radically^ ... Is there any reason to 
suppose that the country would not he better off if suffrage deqKmded upon 
educational qualifications at least as high as that w'hii h our best high scliools 
demand in their entrance examinations? [Elsewhere w'e learn that this would 
deprive at least 40% of the [)opulace of their voting rights]. ... I would even 
go further and suggest experimenting with the plural vote with higher (juali- 
fications as prerequisites.®^ 

Lothrop Stoddard is even more vigorous in his onslaughts on de- 
mocracy. 

For the past half century the democratic idea has gained an unparalleled 
ascendancy in the world, while the aristocratic idea has been corresixjndingly 
discredited. Indeed so complete has been democracy’s triumph that it has 
been accorded a superstitious veneration and any critic ism of its fundamental 
perfection is widely regarded as a sort of Ihse-majc^le or even heresy. Now 
this is an unhealthy state of affairs. . . . dlie fact is that modern science is 
bringing the democratic dogma under review, and it is high time that scientists 
said so frankly. Nothing would be more laughable if it were not so pathetic 
than the way scientists interlard their writings (which clearly imply criticism 
of democratic philosophy) with asides like "of course this isn’t really against 
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democracy, you know.” Now these little pinches of incense upon the demo- 
cratic altar may keep near heretics in good standing. But it is unworthy of 
the scientific spirit and, what is more important, it seriously impedes progress.** 

Stoddard admits that there was something wrong about aristocratic 
rule in times past, because the older aristocracies were based, to a certain 
extent, upon artificial inequalities; the older aristocratic classes included 
both superior and inferior stocks, and those few superior persons to be 
found in the lower orders were prevented from entering the ruling 
groups. As opposed to the older artificial aristocracy, he pleads for a 
neo-aristocracy, an aristocracy based upon genuine worth, though he 
admits that his neo-aristocracy will tend to be more or less hereditary 
because superior persons generally produce superior children. Even 
Stoddard is cautious in some respects. He refuses to give us any de- 
tailed outline of his ideal system of government. But he is certain 
that it is the superior persons, and the superior persons only, who found 
and further civilizations. As for the intermediate mass of mankind, it 
merely accepts the achievements of the creative pioneers, that is, the 
members of the superior groups. Even lower than the intermediate 
mass are the numerous inferiors. “The inferior elements are instinc- 
tively the enemies of civilization." Such being the case, it seems 
obvious, at least to Stoddard, that social and political agencies which 
foster and control the progress of civilization should be in the hands of 
the definitely superior groups. 

Stoddard is especially vcliement in his opposition to socialism and 
communism with their demands not only for political but also for social 
and economic equality. He is vociferous against communism with its 
demands for a bloody revolution and the violent overthrow of the 
present social and economic order. To Stoddard there was some excuse 
for accepting the communist creed as long as philosophers believed in 
the innate equality of men, and that differences between men were due 
merely to environmental (including economic) differences. Now, 
however, that the eugenists have “proved" that men are innately and 
biologically unequal, communism is scientifically absurd. It is now 
nothing more than the creed of the “underman," the biologically in- 
ferior person who resents the fact that other persons are inherently and 
permanently superior to himself. 

How does the Undennan look at civilization? This civilization offers him 
few benefits and fewer hopes. It usually affords him little beyond a meager 
subsistence. And sooner or later he senses that he is a failure, that civiliza- 
tion’s prizes are not for him. . . . The very discipline of the social order op- 
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presses the Underman, it thwarts and chastises him at every turn. Such is 
the Underman’s unhappy lot. Now what is his attitude towards that civiliza- 
tion from which he has so little to hope? What but instinctive opposition 
and discontent? These feelings, of course, vary all the way from unreasoning 
dislike to flaming hatred and rebellion. But in the last resort they are directed 
not merely against imperfections in the social order but against the social 
order itself. . . . We must realize clearly that the basic attitude of the Under 
man is an instinctive and natural revolt against civilization. . . . ** 

So long as all men believed all men to be potentially equal, the underman 
could delude himself into thinking that changed circumstances might raise 
him to the top. Now that nature herself proclaims him irremediably inferior, 
his hatred knows no bounds. This hatred he has always instinctively. 
Envy and resentment have ever been the badges of base minds. Yet never 
have these badges been so fiercely flaunted, so defiantly worn as today. 
This explains the seeming paradox that just when the character of superiority 
becomes supremely manifest, the cry for levelling “equality” rises supremely 
shrill. . . . Nature herself having decreed him uncivilizable, the Underman 
declares war on civilization. . . . Let us understand once and for all that we 
have among us a rebel army — the vast host of the unadaptable, the in- 
capable, the envious, the discontented, filled with instinctive hatred of civili- 
zation and progress and ready on the instant to rise in revolt. Here are the 
foes that need vv'atching. Let us watch them.*'^ 

To Stoddard it seems dear that if civilization is to be preserved and 
further progress is to be made, it is necessary for the superior groups, 
the bulwarks of civilization, to band together to keep the inferior 
groups in their place. In other words, lest chaos break out, the under- 
man must be kept under. It is useless to try to argue with the under- 
man, as he is a prey to passion and oblivious to reason. He is essentially 
“unconvertible.” As he relies not upon reason or persuasion, but upon 
force, the superior group must likewise use force in keeping the under- 
man in his place, in making him, willy-nilly, attend to his station and its 
duties. 


THE DOCTRINE OF RACIAL SUPERIORITY 

Differing from the eugenists’ creed in many details, but agreeing 
with it in essentials, is the doctrine put forward by the racialists. The 
eugenists claim that superiority and inferiority are innate and hereditary. 
The racialists agree with this theory, but go even further and claim, not 
only that certain family stocks are better than other family stocks, but 
also that some human races are infinitely superior to other human races. 
Just as the eugenists preach that it is the duty of the better stocks to 
guide and control the inferior stocks, so the racialists claim that it is the 
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duty of the superior races to guiddand control the destinies of the in 
ferior races. 

Several of the major apostles of e; ^enics have supported some of the 
general premises of the racialist creec Thus, for example, Karl Pearson 
emphatically asserts that changes ii the racial stock of a population 
furnish the most important factor ii the rise or fall of a nation. He 
takes for granted that the white race are superior to the other races. 

What I have said about bad stock eems to me to hold for the lower races 
of man. How many centuries, how ipny thousands of years have the Kaffir 
or the Negro held large tribal distrij^s in Africa undisturbed by the white 
man? Yet their inter-tribal strugglfc have not yet produced a civilization 
in the least comparable with the Ar>|n. Educate and nurture them as you 
will, I do not believe that you will siceed in modifying the stock. History 
shows me one way and one way onl in which a high civilization has been 
produced, namely in the struggle of ice with race, and the survival of the 
physically and mentally fitter races.l 

I 

Because of this position, Pearson (clares that intermarriage between 
widely different races is not desirabh through such intermarriage, even 
if the bad stock is raised, the good lowered. He is terrified lest the 
inferior races will continue to bree more rapidly than the superior 
races, thereby filling up the world vh less worthy stock. This fear 
leads him to advocate imperialism, U imperialism of a rather brutal 
sort. Not only should the superior :es guide and control the inferior 
races, but in many cases the super race “should completely drive 
out the inferior race" — so as to bvide additional spacerin which 
the superior race can thrive and l)d. Galton, the founder of eu- 
genics, did not trouble to draw expMy the far-reaching political con- 
clusions of Pearson, but even he e hasized the great mental differ- 
ences between various races. To C on there is “a difference of not 
less than two grades between the b c and white races, and it may be 
more. . . . The Australian type is atjist one grade below that of the 
African Negro." 

But though the eugenists thus len msiderable support to the racial- 
ist creed, they are, for the most par ir more cautious and more con- 
servative in their treatment of rac problems than are most of the 
radical, thoroughgoing racialists. the orthodox eugenists the in- 
dividual or the family stock is of me nportance than the racial stock. 
To them the average intelligence of Negro is lower than the average 
intelligence of the white, but they t that many Negroes are more 
intelligent than many whites, and th re more interested in preserving 
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the better stocks within the white r ^ces than they are in preserving all 
white stocks just because they happen to be white. Thus we find 
Hankins saying: 

.) 

In view of the wide range of van tion among members of the same race, 
inferiority or superiority can not 1 » attributed to an individual on account 
of his race. A short member of £ tall race may be distinctly shorter than 
a tall member of a short race. S , ^jth intelligence, organizing ability, or 
artistic sense.®^ 

East, another ardent eugenist, co ^es to the same conclusion when he 
says: 

Greatness is an individual mattei There are no uniformly great races. . . . 
The simpletons of the world need ot plume themselves on their racial con- 
nection; they cannot hide their qu jties by braying about the worth of their 
relatives.®® 

To the racialists, on the other har the race is more important than the 
individual or the family stock. 3 them a white man is innately su- 
perior to the Negro merely becau- he is white. 

The apostles of the racialist cre ] are far too numerous to list in de- 
tail. But among this group are a ^vv who are especially worth noticing 
because of the influence they ha exerted upon political speculation. 
Among such persons are the Cor . de Gobineau, in the middle of the 
nineteenth century, and Houstor tewart Chamberlain, at the close of 
the nineteenth century, and su recent writers as Hans Gunther, 
Eugen Fischer, and Fritz Lenz. 

Count Arthur de Gobineau t 16-1882) may be regarded as the 
founder of the modern racialist j 30 !. He was primarily a diplomat, 
an artist, and a poet, but he also ote a number of books on historical 
and ethnological problems, of wl i the most important and the most 
influential was The Inequality of ^ nan Races, Gobineau was far more 
a man of letters than a scientis nd he put forth many ideas which 
later on even his most ardent ( [pies have been forced to disavow. 
Nevertheless in the course of hi' ig and rather rambling work Gobi- 
neau developed a number of car d doctrines or theses which in some 
form or other have been adopt by practically all the advocates of 
racialism. Among these, four f ,f especial importance. 

The first of these cardinal do^ es is that mankind is divided into a 
number of separate races, each h its own physical, emotional, and 
mental characteristics. The 3 us differences between the black 
skin of the Negro, the yellow sV f the Chinese, and the white skin of 
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the European is no greater than the in^asible, but none the less real, 
differences between the emotional and mental characteristics of the 
members of these three races. These differences are, of course, con- 
sidered hereditary, and are in no way affected by education or environ- 
ment. Just as a y^egro invariably transmits his kinky hair and his 
black skin to his children, so he likewise invariably transmits the emo- 
tional and mental features characteristic of the black race. All pure- 
blooded blacks will therefore inevitably inherit the same general emo- 
tional and mental characteristics. In the case of intermarriage between 
races, the children will continue to have the emotional and mental 
characteristics of both parents, but in a diluted form. A white father 
and a black mother produce children which are neither white nor black 
but chocolate-colored. In like manner mulatto children will inherit 
some but not all of the intelligence and imagination characteristic of 
the white races, and some but not all of the artistic and musical sense 
which (according to Gobineau) is especially characteristic of the Negro 
race. 

The second cardinal doctrine of Gobineau’s creed is that as races 
radically and innately differ from one another, it follows that some 
races are invariably and inevitably superior to others. Among the pure- 
blooded races the Negroes rank the lowest of all (at least as regards their 
intellectual ability), then come the members of the yellow race, and then 
the members of the white race. The black race represents passion, is 
animal-like, with highly developed senses but poor reasoning power. 
The Negroes are carefree, capricious, and gluttonous, yet have a strongly 
marked musical and artistic capacity. The Negroes tend towards ex- 
treme individualism, even anarchy, and the only way in which they 
can be ruled is by despotism. The yellow race, though clearly superior 
to the Negroes, is still not the highest, as its essential characteristic is 
mediocrity. The members of this race are stubborn, apathetic, and 
practical. They have a pronounced leaning to law and order, but are 
uninventive and incapable of producing great leaders or great geniuses. 
The whites, on the other hand, excel in most physical, mental, and moral 
qualities. They are neither as sensuous and passionate as the blacks 
nor as apathetic and unemotional as the yellows. They are rich in 
reason, energy, resourcefulness, and creativeness. But even among the 
white peoples, there are notable differences. The Semites, for example, 
are somewhat inferior to the other white groups, as they are really a 
combination of white and black races. The Slavs are also somewhat 
inferior, as they represent a combination of the white and yellow races. 
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The greatest of the white races is the Aryan rac^, to which belonged the 
Qermanic peoples of antiquity, but which is now to be found in greater 
purity among the aristocrats of France and England than in Germany 
proper. 

The third cardinal doctrine of Gobineau's creed is that a slight mix* 
ture of races is usually productive of much good, and at times has been 
the cause of a great advance in civilization. In Gobineau’s opinion, 
mankind has produced ten great civilizations in times past. All of these 
civilizations were created by the white races, more especially by the 
Aryans, but only after the white races had conquered and partially mixed 
with other peoples. The Indian civilization was produced by the Aryan 
conquest of and partial mingling with the native Dravidians. The 
Egyptian civilization was created by an Aryan colony from India which 
settled in the Nile V^alley at an early period and intermarried, to a certain 
extent, with the non-Aryan aborigines. Chinese civilization began 
with an invasion of the Yellow River Basin by different branches of the 
Aryan race. To Gobineau, if the three great races had remained strictly 
separate, supremacy would always have remained in the hands of the 
pure white race, but the world would have missed certain advantages 
which have followed from the admixture of blood. Thus, for example, 
artistic genius, which is foreign to each of the three main races, arose 
only after the mingling, in certain proportions, of the whites and the 
blacks. In Egypt the admixture of Negro blood was too great, but 
Greece had the exact dosage of Negro blood to make it supreme in 
artistic endeavor. 

The fourth cardinal doctrine in Gobineau’s creed is that while a small 
admixture of alien blood improves races — even improves the noble 
Aryan race — yet a large or constant admixture of such alien blood 
inevitably produces racial degeneration, which in turn leads to cultural 
and even to political degeneration. In other words, civilization is 
created by the right amount of race mixture and is destroyed by too 
much. Gobineau was thoroughly pessimistic with regard to the modern 
world. Everywhere he saw evidence that the noble Aryan race is be- 
coming polluted by the lesser breeds, with the result that the future of 
world civilization appeared very gloomy. To take but a single example 
of his reasoning along this point: Originally the Aryans in India were a 
small conquering and governing aristocracy. A small admixture of 
Dravidian blood permitted this little group to produce the great civiliza- 
tion of Vedic antiquity. As time went on, however, the Aryan aristoc- 
racy absorbed more and more Dravidian blood (in spite of would-be 
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Strict caste laws) with the result that the governing group lost its racial 
identity. In consequence India began to degenerate. She became a 
prey to n^w invaders. Not only did she lose her political independence, 
but even her artistic and literary life became stagnant. To Gobineau, 
the story of India is but a prototype of racial history in other parts of 
the world. \ 

To Gobineau, even Europe, the modern homeland of the white races, 
presents us with a similar picture. The great civilizations of Greece 
and Rome were founded by Aryan invaders who intermarried only to a 
slight extent with the aboriginal populations. As time went on, how- 
ever, the invaders lost their racial purity, and the more racial amal- 
gamation progressed, the more the governing aristocracies (the creators 
of civilization) lost their precious qualities. As a result both Greece 
and Rome eventually collapsed, more from racial degeneration than 
from any other cause. Modern Europe shows us another vivid and 
tragic picture of racial amalgamation — and cultural decay. The 
members of the old aristocracy of France were descended in large 
measure from the Frankish invaders of the early Middle Ages, while 
the lower classes in France were the descendants of the Latinized Celts. 
To Gobineau there was a racial difference between these two groups, as 
the Franks were far closer to the original Aryan type than were the Celts. 
As long as the French aristocracy remained relatively pure, it was able 
to create and preserve a characteristic French civilization But with the 
relaxing of the social distinctions and the consequent intermarriage 
between the various classes in modern times, the French aristocracy has 
steadily degenerated. To Gobineau, the French Revolution was espe- 
cially disastrous to French civilization, as it resulted in the killing of 
large numbers of the upper classes (with their higher proportion of pure 
Aryan blood) and the political and social triumph of the lower classes 
in which Aryan blood was greatly diluted. 

With Gobineau’s glorification of the Germanic-Franks it might ap- 
pear, at first sight, as if his doctrine meant the glorification of everything 
German. But Gobineau was too good a Frenchman to permit this 
interpretation of hts doctrine to gain ground. He sharply distinguished 
between the glorious Germains of former times and the degenerate 
Allemands of modern times. To him, the modern Germans were racially 
even more mixed and hence more impure than the French, or, at least, 
than the French upper class. To Gobineau the purest Aryan blood in 
the present time is to be found in England and in America, a fact which 
accounts for the much talked-of Anglo-Saxon supremacy in world affairs 
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But even here racial amalgamation is rapidly taking place — the 
English with the Celts, the Americans with Negroes and South European 
immigrants — with the result that both England and America are faced 
with inevitable decay in the not distant future. 

Though Gobineau was, if anything, anti-German rather than pro- 
German, it was in Germany that his main doctrines awakened the most 
vociferous applause, and it was in Germany that he found the most 
eloquent and influential apostles. It was in Germany, and not in 
France, that a Gobineau Club was founded with a view to popularizing 
and disseminating the Gobineau creed. Among the more important 
members of this club was the well-known musician, Richard Wagner, 
and because of Wagner’s activity Gobineau’s doctrine, in a new and 
pro-German phase, found widespread acceptance in Germany’s literary 
and musical circles. Even more important, was the support given to 
Gobinism by Houston Stewart Chamberlain. Houston Stewart 
Chamberlain (1855 -1926) came of a brilliant but rather erratic Fmglish 
family. His brother, Basil Hall Chamberlain, left England and settled 
in Japan. There he married a Japanese girl, became a Japanese subject, 
and so thoroughly immersed himself in Japanese studies that he became 
the Professor of the Japanese Language at the Imperial University of 
Tokyo. Houston Stewart Chamberlain, after leaving England, chose 
Germany rather than Japan for his permanent habitat and his spiritual 
home. He became a German subject, married a German girl (the 
daughter of Richard Wagner), and wrote a large number of very popular 
books — in German. 

Among the most important of these books is his Grundziige des Neun- 
zehnten Jahrhunderts (1899) translated into English (by another person) 
as The Foundations of the Nineteenth Century. Despite the many absurdi- 
ties contained in it, this work must be declared to be epoch-making, as it 
exerted an enormous amount of influence throughout the length and 
breadth of Germany. Kaiser Wilhelm II was an enthusiastic admirer of 
the book, read it aloud to his sons, and subscribed to a fund which was 
raised to promote the spread and use of the book by placing presentation 
copies in all popular libraries. Houston Stewart Chamberlain’s central 
theme is the same as that of Gobineau, though the method of treating 
the subject is somewhat different. In addition, it may be said that 
whereas Gobineau aimed at glorifying the Aryan race in general, Cham- 
berlain’s goal was the glorification of the Teutonic race or sub-race in 
particular. Moreover, Chamberlain, unlike Gobineau, considered mod- 
ern Germany to be the direct heir of the ancient Germanic tradition and 
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the predestined cultural and political leader of the world during the 
centuries to come. 

Chamberlain, echoing Gobineau, emphasizes the enormous difTerences, 
both physical and spiritual, between the various races. “The human 
races are in reality as different from one another in character, qualities, 
and above all in the degree of their individual capacities as a greyhound, 
bulldog, poodle, and Newfoundland dog.“^® Chamberlain is thoroughly 
convinced that there is an intimate connection between a man’s ability 
and personality and the race to which he happens to belong. Is not all 
history 

there to show us how personality and race are most closely connected, how 
the nature of the personality is determined by the nature of its race, and the 
power of the personality dependent upon certain conditions of its blood? . . . 
Horses and especially dogs give us every chance of observing that the intellec- 
tual gifts go hand in hand with physical; this is especially true of the moral 
qualities.®^ [As with animals so with men.] To think that at the close of the 
nineteenth century a professor could still be ignorant that the form of the 
head and the structure of the brain exercise quite decisive influence upon the 
form and the structure of the thoughts so that the influence of the surround- 
ings, however great it may be estimated to be, is yet by this initial fact of the 
physical tendencies confined to definite ca[)acities and possibilities, in other 
words, has definite paths marked out for it to follow!®^ 

The racial background is always of importance, but it becomes of even 
greater importance when man becomes fully aware of the meaning of 
race and the glorious potentialities of his own racial heritage. 

Nothing is so convincing as the consciousness of the possession of race. 
The man who belongs to a distinct pure race never loses the sense of it. . . . 
The guardian angel of his lineage is ever at his side, supporting him where he 
loses his foothold, warning him like the Socratic Daemon where he is in danger 
of going astray, compelling obedience and forcing him to undertakings which, 
deeming them impossible, he would never have dared to attempt.®® 

It goes without saying that Chamberlain argues that some races are 
inferior, others superior; that the black and yellow races are far sur- 
passed by the white races; that even among the white races some are far 
superior to others. Departing slightly from Gobineau, he claims that 
four peoples, each of which was a special sub-race or else a special racial 
amalgam, have laid the foundations of modern civilization. These four 
peoples were the Jews, the ancient Greeks, the ancient Romans, and, 
above all, the modern Teutonic peoples. Each of these peoples has or 
had, because of its racial background, its good and its bad points; each, 
because of its peculiar characteristics, has played a major role in the 
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formation of world culture, such as we know it today. The Jews have 
directly influenced history by the Old Testament and Judaism; indi- 
rectly through Christianity. They have, moreover, for good and for 
bad greatly influenced the social-economic condition of modern Europe in 
consequence of their dispersal through all the major European countries. 
The Greeks of antiquity, because of their unique racial characteristics, 
were able to lay the foundations for modern art, poetry, and philosophy. 
The ancient Romans, though inferior in some respects to the Greeks, 
played an all-important role in forming modern ideas on law, statecraft, 
the duties of citizens, the sanctity of the family and of property. On the 
basis of these legacies from the ancient world, the Teutons, the greatest 
of all the peoples, have in mediaeval and in modern times been able to 
shape and create the Western civilization of the nineteenth century. 

Though Chamberlain was willing to admit that the modern world owes 
an enormous debt to the Jews, the Greeks, and the Romans of an- 
tiquity, he is convinced that all these peoples possessed certain important 
weaknesses which made them inferior in many respects to the Teutonic 
peoples into whose hands has passed the task of carrying on world civili- 
zation. The Ancient Jews, for all their religious fervor, were a hard, cold, 
materialistic people — no wonder that the Old Testament, the principal 
product of their culture, is characterized by rigidity and formalism, that 
they conceived of God as a ruthless and jealous despot. 

The Indo-E^uropeans, by purely religious ways, had attained to conceptions 
of an individual divinity that were infinitely more sublime than the painfully 
stunted idea which the Jews had formed of the Creator of the World. 

To Chamberlain it seems surprising that Christianity, with its emphasis 
upon “the life of the Spirit,"' with its opposition to materialistic and for- 
malistic concepts, should have started as a Jewish sect. Chamberlain 
tried to account for this seeming paradox by claiming that in reality 
Jesus himself was not racially a Jew. To be sure, he was reared in the 
Jewish faith and absorbed many Jewish traditions, but he was a Galilean, 
not a Jew, by birth; and the Galileans, Chamberlain seeks to prove, were 
non-Jewish in origin, in all probability were Aryans. “There is not the 
slightest foundation for the supposition that Christ’s parents were of 
Jewish descent.” St. Paul, the great apostle of Christianity shows 
many traits which are distinctly non-Jewish, and to Chamberlain this 
fact can best be accounted for by supposing that though St. Paul's father 
was a Jew, his mother was a Greek. 

To Chamberlain it is a great tragedy that Jesus, the religious teacher 
of the modern world, should have been brought up in a Jewish back 
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ground. Though racially, and hence inwardly and emotionally, not a 
Jew, he was too intimately associated with the Jews and their character- 
istic religion to escape entirely from Jewish influence. In reality Chris- 
tianity should be looked upon, not as a culmination or perfection of Juda- 
ism, but as its direct negation. But because Christianity arose in Judea, 
neither Christ himself nor the religion he founded was able to escape 
entirely from the dead hand of Jewish tradition. 

Whoever lived in the Jewish intellectual world was bound to come under 
the influence of Jewish ideas. And though He [Christ] brought a new mes- 
sage . . . yet the personality, the life, the message were none the less chained 
to the fundamental ideas of Judaism.^®^ 

As a result Christianity was badly Semitized. The conversion of the 
Greeks and the Romans to Christianity helped somewhat to Aryanize, 
that is, to elevate this religion. Even so the legalism of Rome and the 
Roman Church nearly wrecked the spiritual character of Christ’s mes- 
sage. The true meaning, the inner essence, of Christianity only became 
apparent at the time of the Reformation when leadership in religious 
matters was taken over by the Teutonic peoples. 

Chamberlain feels that the destruction of Palestine as a political entity 
and the dispersal of the Jewish '‘race” throughout Europe has proved to 
be a major calamity. To him, the Jew because of his racial background 
has always remained an alien in Western civilization — he is always at 
odds with the true European spirit and will wreck it unless he be kept in 
check, or better still, deported. 

The Indo-European moved by ideal motives opened the gates in friendship: 
the Jews rushed in and planted the flag of his, to us, alien nature. I will not 
say on the ruins, but on the breaches of our genuine individuality. . . . The 
political and social influence of the Jews has been very variously judged, but 
the greatest politicians of all times have regarded it as pernicious. . . . Wher- 
ever they are admitted to power, they abuse it. . . . The presence of an in- 
definite number of Jews is so pernicious to the welfare of a European state 
that we dare not be influenced by general humane principles.^®* 

e 

The Jews, to Chamberlain, are characterized by cold rationalism, by 
calculated egotism, by crass materialism, and they generally manage to 
contaminate the Aryans with whom they come into contact, imbuing 
the latter with the same spirit. The frequent intermarriages which take 
place between Jews and Aryans result only in polluting the noble Aryan 
race. Unless we look out, all Europe will eventually be “a herd of 
pseudo-Hebraic mestizos, a people beyond all doubt degenerate physi- 
cally, mentally, and morally.” Worse still, the Jew by his very pres- 
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ence in the country can infect the land with the Jewish spirit even with- 
out racial intermixture taking place. “Often it needs only to have 
frequent intercourse with Jews, to read Jewish newspapers, to accustom 
oneself to Jewish philosophy, literature and art” to Semitize the purest 
blooded Aryans. Unfortunately, in modern times in Europe the 
Jewdsh element has definitely been increasing. 

We live today in a Jewish age This alien people has become precisely 

in the nineteenth century disproportionately important and in many cases 
actually a dominant constituent of our life. 

If world civilization is not to decay, this Semitizing process must be 
vigorously stopped. 

Chamberlain is somewhat kinder in his treatment of the ancient 
Greeks and Romans, but even here he is careful to show that they did not 
measure up to the full stature of the Teutonic peoples. Chamberlain 
tells us that because of her greatness in the past, the very soil of Greece 
must be considered sacred. Greek art, Greek architecture, Greek poetry 
still serve as the bases and the inspiration of modern culture. It was 
Greece, moreover, which laid the foundations for modern physical 
science. Chamberlain is less enthusiastic about the role played by 
Greek philosophy in subsequent European history. He feels that the 
metaphysical speculations of such persons as Aristotle were more of a 
curse than a blessing to subsequent generations. But whether for good 
or for evil, the influence of Greek philosophy upon the intellectual struc- 
ture of later Europe cannot be denied. Chamberlain is insistent that 
the characteristic features of Greek civilization were due almost entirely 
to the racial background of the Greeks. Hellenic culture was produced, 
and could only have been produced by a particular racial type. 

Everything which had given an everlasting significance to the word “Hel- 
lenic” gradually disappeared when from the north, east, and west new bands 
of unrelated peoples kept flocking to the country and kept mingling with 
genuine Hellenes. 

Chamberlain feels that the world lost a good deal with the passing of 
the “pure” Hellenic race, but he is also careful to point out that there 
was a very seamy side to the Greek national character. Great artisti- 
cally and intellectually, the Greeks were very weak on the moral side. 
The Greek states were 

cruel, short-sighted democracies, blinded with self-love, and based upon 

slavery and idleness I said cruel, and in fact that trait is one of the most 

characteristic of the Hellenes, common to them and the Semites. Humanity, 
generosity, pardon were as foreign to them as love of truth. . . . To spare 
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prisoners, to give a kingly reception to a conquered prince, to entertain and 
give presents to envoys of the enemy instead of killing them . . . the assump- 
tion that the first duty of every man is to speak the truth, ingratitude fiping 
regarded as a crime punishable by the state — all this seems to a Herodotus, 
a Xenophon almost as ridiculous as the Persian custom not to spit in the 
presence of others. . . . The whole of Greek history is filled with the mutilation 
not only of corpses, but of living people, torture, and every kind of cruelty, 

falsehood, and treachery The Greeks fell, their wretched characteristics 

ruined them, their morality was already too old, too subtle and too corrupt 
to keep pace with the enlightenment of their intellect. 

To Chamberlain, the Romans, at least the "‘pure” Romans of the 
Roman Republic, were morally far superior to the Greeks. It was the 
staunchness of their moral character which enabled the Romans to 
establish family life, in the modern sense of the word, and to lay the 
foundations for all subsequent legal, political, and administrative 
developments. 

What Rome gave and securely established was a life morally worthy of 
man. The Romans did not invent marriage, they did not invent law, they 
did not invent the constitutional freedom-loving state; all that grows out of 
human nature and is found everywhere in some form and to some degree; but 
what the Aryan races had conceived under these notions as the bases of all 
morality and culture had nowhere been firmly established till the Romans 
established it.^®* 

Chamberlain also feels that the Romans performed a magnificent service 
to humanity by destroying the political power of the Semitic race, first at 
Carthage and later at Jerusalem. If the Semites, instead of the Romans, 
had become the masters of the ancient world, nineteenth century civili- 
zation, as we now know it, would have been impossible. The Greek de- 
struction of the Persian Empire was of far less significance than the 
Roman destruction of Carthage, for the struggle between the Greeks 
and the Persians was between two Aryan peoples, while the struggle 
between the Romans and the Carthaginians was between the superior 
Aryan and the inferior Semitic race — and how catastrophic it would 
have been for the inferior race to have won. 

Chamberlain claims that the Romans made a great contribution to 
world civilization. But he also claims that this contribution was made 
by the citizens of the early Roman Republic, when the Roman people 
were still, from the racial point of view, more or less pure. In later days, 
in the days of the Empire, the Romans lost most of their old moral vigor, 
largely because of racial mixture. The later Roman Empire was so cos 
mopolitan in character that it became a veritable chaos of peoples. Very' 
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few of the later Roman emperors were of Roman or even of Italian origin. 
The same thing was true of the senators and of the members of the gov- 
erning civil and military bureaucracy. As a result, the intellectual and 
moral stability so characteristic of the early Roman race gradually dis- 
appeared. The granting of full citizenship rights to all the polyglot sub- 
jects of the empire was the final blow. Thereafter decay, disintegration, 
destruction were inevitable. Not only did the Roman Empire fall, but 
the Roman people, who created the Roman civilization, became a mob 
of useless half-breeds, incapable of further creative activity. 

We must, says Chamberlain, weep for the passing of the Romans as 
we weep for the passing of the Greeks, but we must also remember that 
the Romans had a weak as well as a strong side. If the Romans were 
morally much stronger than the Greeks, intellectually they were much 
weaker. 

Has all the poetry of Greece succeeded in striking even a spark out of this 
sober inartistic heart? Is there among the Romans a single true poetic 
genius? . . . What is one to say of a history which embraces more than twelve 
hundred years and does not show a single philosopher? . . . Where is there 
a single creative natural scientist among the Romans? . . . Where is there a 
mathematician of importance? Where a meteorologist, a geographer, an 
astronomer? 

The Roman people because of their peculiar. racial characteristics were 
capable of producing many great and important things, but these same 
racial characteristics made it impossible for them to produce a single in- 
tellectual or artistic genius. 

To the Semites, the Greeks, and the Romans of antiquity there suc- 
ceeded the Germanic or Teutonic peoples as the leaders and creators of 
world civilization. To Chamberlain, the Germanic peoples have proved 
themselves to be the greatest and noblest of all the human races. The 
Germanic peoples have been able to take over Christianity from the 
Jews; art, literature, and science from the Greeks; family, legal, and po- 
litical organization from the Romans. The Germanic peoples have much 
of the artistic and all of the scientific ability of the Greeks, and are much 
superior to the Greeks in moral worth. The Germanic peoples have all of 
the moral worth of the Romans and far transcend them in intellectual 
ability. 

It was the Germanic peoples who saved world civilization from ex- 
tinction. 

There is no doubt about it. The raceless and nationless chaos of the later 
Roman Empire was a pernicious and fatal condition, a sin against Nature. 
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Only one ray of light shone over that degenerate world. It came from the 
North. Ex septentrionale 

It was the destiny of the Germanic peoples not to destroy Roman civili- 
zation, but to preserve it from the decay into which it was automatically 
sinking. It was, moreover, the destiny of the Germanic or Teutonic 
peoples not merely to preserve the civilization of antiquity, but also to 
transform and add to it in such a way as to form the glorious civilization 
of the nineteenth century. 

The Teuton is the vsoul of our culture. Europe today with its many branches 
over the whole world represents the chequered result of an infinitely manifold 
mingling of races: what binds us together and makes an organic unity of us is 
Teutonic blood. If we look around we see that the importance of each nation 
as a living power today is dependent upon the proportion of genuinely Teu- 
tonic blood in its population."^ 

It was Teutonic blood . . . and Teutonic blood alone . . . that formed the 
impelling force and the informing power [in the creation of modern culture]. 
It is impossible to estimate the genius and the development of our North 
European culture if we obstinately close our eyes to the fact that it was a 
definite species of mankind which constitutes its physical and moral basis. 
We see that clearly today, for the less Teutonic a land is, the more uncivilized 
it is."^ 

It is true that the Latin countries, Italy, Spain, France, have added 
much to modern civilization, but in all such cases it was the Germanic 
element, the descendants of the German conquerors of earlier times, who 
constituted the creative force behind such cultural achievements. 

How splendid was the glory of Italy, how it went ahead and held aloft the 
torch for other nations on the road to a new world, while it still contained 
in its midst elements outwardly Latin, but inwardly thoroughly Germanic!"'^ 

It was the Germanic elements in the Latin countries which produced the 
wonderful reawakening of learning in the thirteenth century; it was the 
same Germanic element in Italy which brought about the later Renais- 
sance. The subsequent decay of Italy is due to the fact that the Ger- 
manic element became more and more diluted. What is true of Italy 
is true of Spain and the other Latin countries. 

What a magnificent people the Spaniards were! For centuries the West 
Goths were strictly forbidden to marry “ Romans whereby a feeling of race 
nobility was developed, which long prevented mixing . . . but gradually ever 
deeper and deeper breaches were made in the dam and after mingling with 
Iberians, with the numerous remnants of the Roman chaos of peoples, with 
Africans of the most various origins, with Arabs and Jews, they lost all that 
the Germanic people had broughtVith them, their military superiority, their 
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unconditional loyalty, their high religious ideal, their capacity for organizing, 
their rich artistic creative power; we see today what remained over when the 
Germanic blood as the physical substratum was destroyed.^^ 

To Chamberlain, French civilization is higher and has lasted longer 
than that of the other Latin peoples because the Germanic element is 
stronger there than in the other countries with Romance languages, but it 
goes without saying, that to him and to his followers, the true home of 
modern culture is in those lands in which Germanic blood is even less 
diluted, namely, in England, the Scandinavian countries, and, above all, 
in Germany itself. 

He who at the present time travels from London to Rome passes from 
fog into sunshine, but at the same time from the most refined civilization and 
high culture into semi-barbarism, dirt, coarseness, falsehood, poverty 

In Chamberlain’s picture, England, Chamberlain’s motherland, is thus 
seen to be superior to France and Italy, but it is in Germany, Chamber- 
lain’s adopted home, that we find the quintessence of the Germanic vir- 
tues, together with creative genius in the field of art, music, literature, 
science, and philosophy. 

Chamberlain closes his book with the hope that Germany will not per- 
mit herself to be de-Germanized by intermarriage with Jews and other 
inferior, non-Germanic stocks, nor by the acceptance of corrupt, alien 
doctrines such as those which preach the equality of persons or the 
equality of races. Above all it is necessary, if world civilization is to be 
preserved, that Germany and the other Germanic peoples maintain their 
leadership in the world of politics as well as in the other spheres of human 
activity. 

Neither Gobineau nor Chamberlain was an anthropologist in the scien- 
tific sense of the word, nor were they at all acquainted with technical 
anthropological literature. As a result they were guilty of many state- 
ments which were flagrantly contradictory to many of the accepted facts 
of scientific research. Early in the twentieth century, however, there 
arose a group of writers who were profoundly affected by the main ideas 
put forth by Gobineau and Chamberlain, but who attempted to trans- 
form these ideas so as to make them conform with the teachings of ortho- 
dox biology and anthropology. Among this group of writers the most 
important are Hans Gunther, Eugen Fischer, and Fritz Lenz. Of these, 
Gunther is the most influential, and in later years has become the semi- 
ofEcial anthropologist of the Nazi Party. 
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This new group of writers is much more careful and much more cau- 
tious in their use of the term “race/* For all their emphasis upon race 
and the importance of race, Gobineau and Chamberlain were not very 
certain or very clear as to what they meant by it. Both were apt to 
confuse national, linguistic, and even religious groups with racial groups. 
Thus Gobineau speaks of the Aryan and Semitic races, whereas properly 
speaking these terms apply only to languages. Semitic languages are 
spoken by persons belonging to many different racial types; and the 
same thing is true of the Aryan or Indo-European languages. It is ridic- 
ulous to speak of the Germanic or Celtic or Slavic races, because these, 
too, are linguistic rather than racial terms. Some Celts are short and 
dark, others tall and blond; the same is true of the Germans and the 
Slavs. Yet the short dark persons and the tall blond persons obviously 
belong to different races. Chamberlain is much less careless in such 
matters than Gobineau, yet even Chamberlain was never quite certain 
whether his noble “Germanic** race was blond or brunette, and even 
Chamberlain thought that his “Germanic** race included long-headed 
types and broad-headed types, persons with long aquiline noses (like 
Dante) and persons with short stubby noses (like Luther). 

The new group of racialists are much more scientific in this respect. 
To them race means a group of persons possessing the same body type, ir- 
respective of the language they speak, the country they inhabit, or the 
religion they profess. This body type, like most other physical charac- 
teristics, is considered to be hereditary and is therefore subject to all the 
laws of heredity as brought out by general biological research. Race 
thus becomes a concept which can only be reached after in(|uiring into 
the measurable and calculable details of the bodily structure; after 
measuring, for example, the height, the length of the limbs, the skull 
and its parts, and after determining, on a standard color scale, the color 
of the skin, the hair, and the eyes. The new racialists in taking this 
standard of race are in agreement with all orthodox anthropologists. 
But they disagree with most orthodox anthropologists (and agree with 
Gobineau and Chamberlain) by making the further assumption that 
each racial type has certain definite emotional and intellectual charac- 
teristics peculiar to itself. We thus come to Gunther’s definition of a 
race as “a human group which is marked off from every other human 
group through its own proper combination of bodily and mental char- 
acteristics, and in turn produces only its like.” 

The new group of racialists admit that the total number of racial types 
is quite large. Thus for example, there is not one Negro race but several 
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Negro races. In like manner there are many different races among the 
so-called yellow peoples, and an equal number among the so-called white 
peoples. There are thus not three main races, but rather three main 
groups of races. Nevertheless all the races within each group possess 
certain physical, emotional, mental characteristics in common. After 
studying these characteristics the new group of racialists, echoing Gobi- 
neau, come to the conclusion that the white groups as a whole are defi- 
nitely superior to the black and yellow groups, physically, emotionally, 
and mentally. The Negro races are declared to be composed of happy- 
go-lucky persons dominated by their sense impressions, having little 
thought for the, morrow and with little self-control and with quite a low 
intellectual capacity. The Negroes have little aptitude for political 
organization, as is witnessed by such Negro states as Haiti and Liberia. 
The Negroes are incapable of producing works of genius in any field. 
The yellow races are declared to be distinctly highgr than the Negro 
races, but even they suffer in comparison with the whites. They have a 
much greater imitative than a creative ability. They frequently have 
good memories but very seldom do they possess profound critical insight. 
They have a keen historical sense but little interest in abstract science. 
They are essentially practical, little given to phantasy or imagination, 
which is one reason that they have never developed the European con- 
cept of romantic love.^^^ 

The new school of racialists spends a great deal of time distinguishing 
between the various European races, all of which, of course, are within 
the white racial group. Most of the members of this school distinguish 
five major races, namely, the Nordic, the Alpine, the Mediterranean, the 
East Baltic, and the Dinarian races. Of these, the Nordic, Alpine, and 
Mediterranean are of the greatest importance, as most of the peoples of 
Western Europe are descended from one or other of these human stocks. 
The Nordic race is found in its greatest purity in Scandinavia, northern 
Germany, and the British Isles, but it is also comparatively strong in 
northern France. The Alpine race is found in its greatest purity in 
South Germany, Switzerland, northern Italy, and central France. The 
home lands of the Mediterranean race are western Ireland, southern 
France, Spain, Portugal, and Italy south of Rome. In a slightly different 
form, the Mediterranean race also extends all over Africa north of the 
Sahara. The East Baltic race has its headquarters in the Baltic states, 
such as Finland and Latvia. The Dinarian race is found in the Tyrol, 
but is strongest in the Dinarian Alps, that is, in Jugoslavia. It is thus 
seen that the racial distribution of Europe in no way coincides with 
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political or linguistic boundaries. The Germans, for example, are part 
Nordic, part Alpine; the Italians part Alpine, part Mediterranean; 
while the French are part Nordic, part Alpine, and part Mediterranean. 
No one region in Europe is absolutely pure racially. Because of the 
frequent migration of peoples, individually and collectively, one finds 
representatives of all the major races in the most unexpected places. 
There is, for example, a pronounced Mediterranean strain in portions 
of Norway and Denmark, and pronounced Nordic types are found even 
in Spain and Italy, a relic of Nordic invasions in the past. 

Gunther tells us that each of these five European races has a number 
of strongly marked physical characteristics: 

The Nordic race: tall, long-headed, narrow-faced with prominent chin, 
narrow nose with high bridge; soft smooth or wavy light hair; deep-sunk 
light (blue or grey) eyes; rosy- white skin. 

The Alpine race: short, short-headed, broad-faced, with chin not promi- 
nent; flat short nose with low bridge; stiff brown or black hair; brown eyes, 
standing out; yellowish brownish skin. 

The Mediterranean race: short, long-headed, narrow-faced, with less promi- 
nent chin; narrow nose with high bridge; soft, smooth or curly brown or black 
hair; deep-sunk brown eyes; brownish skin. 

The East Baltic race: short, short-headed, broad-faced, with heavy massive 
under jaw. . . flat, rather broad, short nose, with low bridge; stiff light hair, 
light eyes, standing out, light skin with grey undertone. 

The Dinaric race: tall, short-headed, narrow-faced, with a steep back to 
the head, looking as if it were cut away; very prominent nose which stands 
right out, with a high bridge . . . curly brown or black hair, deep-sunk eyes; 
brownish skin.^^* 

Of great importance is the fact that Gunther and his fellow thinkers 
are convinced that each of the five foregoing races has its own^emotional 
and mental characteristics. In all the works written by the members of 
this school, we find that with respect to all these non-material character- 
istics the Nordics are said to be superior to all the other races. 

We may take judgment, truthfulness, and energy to be the qualities which 

are always found marking out the Nordic man He feels a strong urge 

towards truth and justice, and shows therefore a practical attitude, an at- 
titude of weighing, which often makes him cool and stiff. He is distinguished 
by a highly developed sense of reality, which in combination with an energy 
that may rise to boldness urges him on to far-reaching undertakings Pas- 

sion in the usual meaning of the rousing of the sense or the heightening of the 

sexual life has little meaning for him Just as he himself quickly grasps 

the idea of duty, so he is inclined to demand the fulfillment of duty from those 
around him as he does from himself; and in this he easily becomes hard and 
even ruthless, although he is never without a certain knightliness. ... In his 
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intercourse with his fellows he is reserved and individualistic. The disinclina- 
tion to show his feelings often springs in the Nordic man from a remarkable 
depth of character which can not and will not express itself quickly and 
vividly in word and bearing. 

His imaginative powers . . . lead him not so much into the boundless as 
rather out of reality and back again into it. Hence comes the fitness of the 
Nordic race for statesmanlike achievements. . . . The sense for reality, the 
energy, self-reliance and boldness of the Nordic race are one reason why all 
the more important statesmen in European history would seem to be pre- 
dominantly Nordic. . . . There is always a stream of Nordic blood flowing 
from the countryside into the towns whither the Nordic man always has been 
and always will be led by his lust for competition, for culture, for leadership, 
and for distinction. ... In its highest representatives the Nordic race has . . . 
a yearning towards the sublime and the heroic, towards extraordinary deeds 
and works calling for a life’s devotion. In Nordic men there is often to be 
seen too a peculiarly wide range of development in the mental life. ... It is 
not to be wondered at, therefore, that it is this Nordic race that has produced 
so many creative men, that a quite preponderating proportion of the dis- 
tinguished men in European and North American history show mainly 
Nordic features, and that in those peoples with less Nordic blood the creative 
men have always come from a district where there has been or is a marked 
strain of this blood. ... If then the Nordic race has always been especially 
rich in creative men it is no wonder that the peoples with Nordic blood have 
always gone down when the blood has gone dry. . . . The Nordic race seems 
to show special aptitude in the domain of military science owing to its war- 
like spirit . . . in the arts it inclines particularly to poetry, music, painting. 

Northwest Germany, where the Nordic race shows its greatest predomi- 
nance within the Germanic tribes, has the lowest criminal percentage. The 
figures for crime rise as we go east and south, that is, in the direction of the 
lessening of the strain of Nordic blood. ... In outward appearance one is 
struck in all classes by the relatively greater personal cleanliness of the 

predominantly Nordic element and their delight in bodily exercise. . . 

* 

In contrast with the glorious Nordic race, the Alpine race, in Gunther's 
picture, appears much inferior. 

The Alpine man may be called reflective, hard-working and narrow-minded 
. . . together with reserve, sullenness, mistrust, slowness. . . . The Alpine man 
is sober, practical, a hard-working small business man who patiently makes 

his way by dint of economy, not of enterprise Since his aims are narrower 

and he lacks any real boldness in thought or deed he often gets on better than 
the more careless, dashing, and not seldom unselfish Nordic man. The 
Alpine man ... is circumspect and likes to feel that his thoughts and ideas 
are not different from those of the generality. ... In predominantly Alpine 
societies the class distinctions have little importance, all are equal. . . . [The 
Alpines] have a liking for the mediocre and the ordinary and discourage 
competition. This inclination towards the democratic theory of equality is 
’ grounded on the fact that they themselves never rise above the average and 
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have a dislike if not a hatred for greatness, which they can not grasp. Thus 
everything noble or heroic — generosity, light-heartedness, broad-minded- 
ness, are essentially un-Alpine attributes. 

The Alpine man and his family make up a close, busy, selfish group. All 
individuality is foreign to him; in political life, too, he inclines to broad mass 
organization. He is far removed from any warlike inclination as also from 
any wish to govern or to lead. As it is his lot to be led, he is generally a quiet 
follower, although with a tendency to grumble and be envious. The Alpine 
woman is even more given than the man to plodding industry and soulless 
toil. The Alpines show little or no sense of humor or of jokes against them- 
selves. . . . Fraud, blackmail and threats would appear to be more frequent 
in the predominantly Alpine parts of Germany.^^® 

We need not concern ourselves with the analysis given the East Baltic 
and Dinarian races, but a word should be said regarding the picture 
painted of the Mediterraneans, because of the great part played by these 
Mediterraneans in West European life. 

This race is painted by all observers as passionate and excitable. It has 
less depth of mind and is easily roused and easily reconciled; loves strong, 
vivid colors and vivid impressions of all kinds; . . . takes great joy in the 
spoken word and in pleasing and lively movements; and is inclined tOjfind 

suppleness and craft particularly worthy of interest and praise The 

Mediterranean man is elocjuent, often a skilled orator, not seldom is he 
[merely] talkative and somewhat superficial. His spirits are quick to rise 
and quick to sink. , . . The Mediterranean man is not very hard-working, 
often he is lazy. ... He is not very drawn to money-making. . . . He has as* 
little of the Nordic energy as he has of the industry and activity of the Alpine 
race. 

The Mediterranean man is very strongly swayed by the sexual life. ... A 
disposition to cruelty and sadism may perhaps stand in relation to the stronger 
sexuality. In public life the Mediterranean n an shows but slight sense of 
order and law and a want of forethought. He is quickly aroused to opposi- 
tion and is ever wishing for a change. . . . There is a tendency to lawless, 
anarchical conditions, to secret plotting (Camorra and Maffia in Italy, Sinn 
Fein in Ireland) and to an adventurous life of robbery. The predominantly 
Mediterranean south of Italy is characterized by a higher percentage of deeds 
of violence and murder; and Nicefore significantly calls a district where the 
Mediterranean element is markedly predominant the criminal district.^® 

While Gunther denies that there is any direct connection between race 
and either religion or language, he does think that there is at least an 
indirect connection. He does think that the emotional and mental char- 
acteristics of the Nordic race are closely allied to the spirit of Protestant- 
ism, as a result of which Protestantism has its home in those countries 
which are most purely Nordic, while Catholicism appeals more to the 
Alpine and Mediterranean races. In like manner there is a connection 
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between race and language to the extent that the Aryan or Indo-Euro- 
pean languages arose among the Nordic peoples and were later imposed 
by Nordic conquerors upon the Alpine and Mediterranean races who 
originally spoke non-Indo-European languages. Incidentally, whereas 
many of the older scholars taught that the Aryans originated in Central 
Asia and only migrated to Europe in comparatively modern times, Gun- 
ther and his school stoutly maintain that the Nordic race, the true 
creator of the Aryan languages, arose in Germany. The spread of the 
Aryan languages is thus seen to be the result of the spread of conquering 
and “civilizing” groups of Nordics migrating from Germany since very 
early times. 

Gunther, following the tradition established by Gobineau and Cham- 
berlain, maintains that there is also a very close connection between race 
and culture. He makes an elaborate survey of the great cultures of 
Europe and Asia, and he comes to the conclusion that most of these cul- 
tures have been produced by Nordics conquering and settling in different 
parts of the world. He carefully ignores the important roles played by 
the ancient Egyptian and Mesopotamian civilizations, which arose 
among representatives of the Mediterranean race, and stresses the im- 
portance of the ancient civilizations of India, Persia, Greece, and Rome. 
In each of these countries, it is claimed, civilization arose subsequent to 
and as a result of the Nordic conquest of earlier non-Nordic peoples. In 
each country a high state of civilization persisted as long as the govern- 
ing Nordic class kept relatively pure racially; in each country civilization 
decayed as soon as intermarriage led to the absorption and disappearance 
of the Nordic stock. To Chamberlain, Gunther’s master, the greatness 
of Greece and Rome was due to a particularly fortunate racial blend; to 
Gunther himself this greatness was due not to the blending of races but 
to the predominance of one particular race — the noble Nordic race. 

The heroic sagas of the Hellenes are a clear reflection of the Nordic race. . . . 
All these [invading] tribes from the first beginnings of the immigration are 

characterized by the Nordic house, Nordic styles and weapons Slowly 

there is born out of the world of the Nordic rulers and that of the Mediter- 
ranean people of the lower orders that wonderful mingling of forms we know 
as the “ happy " Grecian world. But the upper stratum of Hellenic ideas, the 
religion of men such as Homer, Hellenic science and philosophy, Hellenic 
art, bear clear witness to the Nordic nature of the creative class of men in 
Greece. . . . When non-Nordic people had become more numerous among the 

Hellenes the use of fair dyes became more frequent Thus does an age that 

has become poor in Nordic blood seek an outward likeness with the early and 
tlie heroic ages In Plato’s time denordicization and degeneration — the 
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two phenomena preparing the way for the fall — had already made much 
progress. ... In Athens as in Sparta the decline is clearly marked by the 
exhaustion of the blood of the Nordic race.^“ 

According to Gunther, we may indeed look with sympathy at the at- 
tempt of the modern Greeks to revive the glories of ancient Greece, but 
we must realize that this attempt is hopeless. The Nordic blood of 
ancient Greece has long since died out; the modern Greeks are a mixture 
of Alpine and Mediterranean, and with such a stock the revival of an- 
cient Greece is impossible. 

As with Greece, so with Rome. 

The Romans were the final inheritors of all power in the ancient world of 
the Mediterranean. They too were sprung from Nordic blood. . . . When we 
consider Roman history we have the feeling that in comparison with the non- 
Nordic people of Italy, the number of the Nordic newcomers who now pre- 
pared to found a world empire was not very great, but that the Nordic gentes, 
through the strict discipline and a stern and simple warriors' code, so fash- 
ioned and handed on the Roman type of the Nordic nature that down to late 
times the men of the blood of this creative race stood^out as an unchanging 
people, filled with stern resolve.^^^ 

Unfortunately Rome, like Greece, became slowly denordicized and as a 
result was bound to decay. ‘'Along with denordicization came a degen- 
eration whose marks make the last days of Rome so repulsive.’* 

In one respect Rome, or rather Italy, was more fortunate than Greece, 
or Persia, or India. The latter countries had only one great wave of 
Nordic invaders. As a result when these invaders polluted their blood 
with non-Nordics, there was nothing which could stave off cultural 
decay. To Gunther, we should not be surprised that in modern times 
neither India, nor Persia, nor Greece has been able to contribute much 
to world civilization. The West Roman Empire, however, and with it 
Italy, was granted a kinder fate. This whole region was subjected to 
wave after wave of Germanic invasions. In consequence the Nordic 
element in the 'Latin -speaking countries was renewed and revivified. 
Small wonder then that Italy, and with Italy, Spain, Portugal, and 
France, was able to rekindle the fires of civilization, and actively aid in 
creating modern cultures. 

Gunther goes on to say, however, that in all the Latin countries the 
Nordic element is once more dying out, with the result that little can be 
expected of them in the future. It is only from Scandinavia, the Anglo- 
Saxon countries, where the Nordic element is still predominant, and 
above all from Germany, the original home of the Nordic race, that we 
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can look forward to any cultural advances in the future. Even in these 
countries, however, there has been a steady increase in non-Nordic 
elements. There is very grave danger that even Germany may be com- 
pletely denordicized. This in turn means that the future of world civili- 
zation is in very grave danger. 

It is only the awakening of a racial consciousness in predominantly Nordic 

men that can stay the dying out of the Nordic race If the ruling classes 

in these peoples take to themselves the Nordic ideal as a common gift and 
possession, then there are grounds to hope for a new nordicizing of the 
^ Germanic peoples.^*® 

The doctrine of the racialists is of great importance because it has 
been taken over bodily by the present-day Nazis in Germany. It is also 
of importance even outside Germany because racialism, wherever 
adopted, has served as a valuable weapon in support of authoritarianism 
and etatism. 

The connection between racialism and authoritarianism, or at least 
between racialism and belief in aristocratic versus democratic control, is 
obvious. 'Democracy is usually based upon a belief in some sort of 
human equality. The racialists along with the eiigenists insist upon the 
absolute and innate inequalities between man and man. The eugenists 
claim that it is the duty of the “superior” stock to guide and control the 
“inferior” stocks. The racialists claim that it is the duty of the “supe- 
rior” races to guide and control the “inferior” races. This is in itself 
strongly opposed to the old democratic formulas. Moreover, most of 
the racialists tend to associate race conflict with class conflict. The>’ 
believe that in all countries with a mixed population (and all countries 
are racially mixed), the upper classes tend to have a much larger Nordic 
element than have the lower classes. As a result, it seems clear to the 
racialists that in such instances, at least, the upper classes should have 
political control over the state. 

Gunther, with most of the other racialists, makes a great point of sup- 
porting aristocratic versus democratic control throughout the whole of 
human history. 

Greek history might be represented as the play between the spirit of the 
Nordic upper class and that of the foreign lower orders. 

Gunther is far more friendly to aristocratic Sparta (where the non- 
Nordic helots were kept in their place) than to democratic Athens. As a 
result of democratic control in Athens, the Nordic upper classes lost 
their power and prestige. They began to marry with the wealthy up- 
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starts from the lower non-Nordic orders. As a result the Athenian 
people soon became a mob of '‘degenerate, pleasure-seeking beggars, 
without loyalty or belief, and without hope fora better future." For 
similar reasons Gunther sympathizes with the Roman patricians in their 
struggle with the plebeians, for the patricians were mostly descendants of 
Nordic conquerors while the plebeians “correspond to the earlier popula- 
tion, predominantly Mediterranean.” To Gunther it was a national 
catastrophe when the patricians were forced to give political rights to the 
plebeians; it was an even greater catastrophe when the patricians were 
forced to legalize marriage between the members of the two orders. 

As with the ancient, so with the modern world. 

Every constitutional change may disturb the class divisions. . . . The lower 
orders press for a shifting of power. . . . Racial mixture progresses as soon as 
“the people” — the Demos, the Plebeians, the lower castes — has shaken the 
class divisions. . . . The rule of the people now means the rule of the masses, 
who can not bear any men of distinction . . . who are led by agitators and 
above all by the money of non- Nordic upstarts.^** 

To Gunther the French Revolution brought about the ruin of France, for 
it was essentially the successful revolt of the non-Nordic lower orders 
against the Nordic aristocracy. (This idea was taken over directly from 
Gobineau.) Even in Germany class distinctions and race distinctions go 
hand in hand. In Germany there is a large element of Alpine and Dinaric 
stock in addition to the original Nordics. In fact even in Germany 
the pure-blooded Nordics constitute a comparatively small minority. 
Broadly speaking, however, this Nordic minority tends to gravitate 
towards the top of the social and economic pyramid. “Always, where 
the hindrances arc not too great, the average liigher gifts of the more 
Nordic men lead them into the upper classes.” From this fact it follows 
that even in Germany political control should be vested, not in the 
“masses,” but in the “superior” social groups. 

The connection between racialism and etatism is more obscure, but 
none the less profound. To be sure, the earlier racialists, such as 
Gobineau and Chamberlain, were far from being radical etatists; in fact 
we find in their writings a distinct tendency to defend individualism. 
Among the later racialists, however, there grew up the doctrine that if 
civilization is to be saved, the individual must completely subordinate 
himself to his race; and from the subordination of the individual to the 
race, to the subordination of the individual to the “nation,” and then 
to the state were not difficult steps. True political science, says 
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Gunther, must not lay stress upon the ‘‘individuality*' of a man, but 
upon the fact that he is 

a member of the community, the community of the passing and the coming 
generations 

Always the decay of a culture founded by the Nordic tribes has been 
brought about by theories of “enlightenment” and “individualism.” De- 
cadent Athens shows this with her enlightenment . . . with its exaggerated 
individualism 

Buddhism is condemned because it “stressed the individual and took 
him out of the community,” and likewise stoicism, for the Stoics by 
their emphasis upon individualism “overlooked the fact that by this very 
aim they were cutting away the last of the roots linking the individual 
with his people and race.” 

If we investigate quite empirically what is the prevailing idea among the 
Western peoples of the CvSsential nature of a nation we shall find that by a 
nation no moce is generally understood than the sum of the now living citizens 
of a given state. We shall find further that the purpose of the state is gen- 
erally held to be no more than the satisfaction of the daily needs of the sum 
of individuals or else only of the sum of individuals who are banded together 
to make up a majority. The greatest possible amount of “happinovss” for 
individuals is to be won by majority decisions. Racial and eugenic insight 
brings a different idea of the true nature of a people. A people then is looked 
upon as a fellowship with a common destiny of the past, the living, and the 
coming generations — a fellowship with one destiny rooted in responsibility 
towards the nation's past, and looking towards its responsibility to the na- 
tion’s future, to the coming generations The striving that can be seen 

among the youth for an organic philosophy of life — that is, a philosophy 
sprung from the people and the native land, bound up with the laws of life 
and opposed to all “individualism” — must in the end bind the youth to the 
life of the homeland and of its people, just as the German felt himself bound 
in early times, to whom the clan tie was the very core of his life.^^^ 
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THE TRIUMPH OF ABSOLUTISM 
FASCISM AND NATIONAL SOCIALISM 



CHAPTER XI 


The Political Philosophy of Fascism 


As WE have already seen, all through the nineteenth century, when the 
forces of liberalism seemed to be increasingly popular and powerful, 
there was, nevertheless, a strong undercurrent of feeling in favor of 
etatism and authoritarianism. On the surface, in the world of active 
politics, in the slogans of the political parties, liberalism seemed to grow 
stronger and stronger from decade to decade. But below the surface 
in the world of philosophers and writers, and among those who were oi 
who claimed to be scientists, there was growing up a tradition or school 
of thought which emphasized the doctrines that the individual must be 
subordinated to the state and that the government of the foolish many 
must give way to government by the wise few. As time went on this 
etatist-authoritarian tradition slowly but steadily grew in strength and 
in power.' Eventually, in the troubled years following the first World 
War, this tradition came to the surface in the world of active afifairs. 
The doctrines which had formerly been preached by closet philosophers, 
dreamy literary men, or academic recluses were advocated by powerful 
and vociferous political groups. Before long these groups, in several 
instances, were able to transform their abstract theories into concrete 
realities. 

In point of time, it was the Italian Benito Mussolini and his followers, 
the Fascists, who were the first to transform this etatist-authoritarian 
tradition from idle speculation into active and vigorous reality. For 
this reason Mussolini and the Fascists are especially worthy of our atten- 
tion. We have already seen how the etatist-authoritarian tradition in 
its modern form came into existence during the closing years of the 
eighteenth century in the minds of such thinkers as Kant, Fichte, and 
Hegel. We have already seen how this tradition was fostered arid some- 
what transformed in the course of the nineteenth century by the group 
of persons we have called the traditionalists, the irrationalists, and the 
Social Darwinians. It is now time to examine how this tradition came 
to maturity and received concrete embodiment in the Italian state as 
reconstructed by Mussolini in the twentieth century. Above all, it is 
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of interest to observe how closely the concrete manifestation of the 
present day corresponds with the abstract speculation of earlier times. 
In point of fact, we shall see that the correspondence between the two 
is amazingly exact, and that many phases of the present-day concrete 
manifestation are only intelligible in the light of the earlier abstract 
speculation. 


MUSSOLINI AND THE RISE OF FASCISM 

The personal history of Mussolini and the story of the development 
of the Fascist Party which he founded are too well known to require 
more than casual restatement. Mussolini was born in 1883 in Central 
Italy of lower middle class parents. His father was an earnest, impecu- 
nious blacksmith. I lis mother aided the slender family income by teach- 
ing in an elementary school. Mussolini himself, after a normal school 
education, was at times a teacher, and at other times a day laborer, 
earning his living, for .several months at l(‘ast, as a mason. In later 
life he devoted himself to journalism and to j)olitical agitation. For 
many years he was a left-wing revolutionary Socialist; for some time 
he was the editor of the Socialist iKwvsi)aper Avanli (Forward). He 
broke with the Socialist Party and was forced to resign his editorship 
of the party newspaper in 1915 as a result of his war policy. The 
Socialist Party remained internationalist and pacifist; Mussolini, even 
at this early date, advocated a nationalist and militarist policy. With 
money supplied by secret backers interested in war propaganda, he 
started a newspai)er of his own, Popolo d' Italia (People of Italy), which 
has remained his personal organ ever since, h^or some years he insisted 
that in spite of his nationalism and his militarism he was still a Socialist 
at heart, and the early program of the Fascist Party, which he founded 
March 23, 1919, contained a number of rather radical semi-Sociali^t 
demands. At this time the Fascists still wxinted to be “revolutionary, 
proletarian, a band of fighters for a new Italy, not merely defenders of 
the existing social order and vested interests in the face of bolshevism.” ’ 

As time went on, however, Mussolini and his fellow Fascists were 
forced by circumstances to adopt a far more conservative position. 
The orthodox Socialists, regarding Mussolini and his friends as rene- 
gades, if not traitors, to the Socialist cause, resolutely refused to have 
anything to do wath them; and as the Socialists continued to get the 
support of the broad mass of the proletariat, it became obvious to 
Mussolini that he must get the support of a different element in the 
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population if his Fascist Party was to gain strength or even to persist. 
In November, 1919, when Mussolini was still preaching radicalism, he 
and his party received a crushing blow in the elections. The Fascists 
failed to gain a single seat in the Chamber of Deputies, while the Social- 
ists succeeded in electing 156 members. As a result Mussolini aban- 
doned much of his earlier radicalism. If the Socialists, the Communists, 
the radicals would not cooperate with him, he would oppose them — 
fight them with all the means in his power. With Mussolini opposition 
always means violent, forceful opposition, based not upon the battle of 
words but upon direct action. Fascist bands broke up Socialist meet- 
ings, burned Socialist newspaper plants, and gave various Socialist 
leaders a very rough handling. Before long Fascism, from being “pro- 
letarian, revolutionary,” came to be known as the bulwark of law and 
order, of discipline and of authority — even though law and order were 
often preserved by somewhat illegal and disorderly means. The slogan 
of the F'ascists now became “Down with the Red Menace.” Mussolini 
I)roclaimed the necessity of saving the country from the horrors of class 
war as pre.u'hed by the vSocialists. The Fascists aided in putting down 
strikes and insisted that the rights of private property be respected. 
As the result of this change in policy Mussolini gained thousands of new 
recruits for his party, chiefly among persons who thought that the gov- 
ernment was too weak-kneed in putting down proletarian unrest. In 
the election of March, 1921, the Fascists won 34 seats in the Chamber 
of Deputies and definitely became a force with which to reckon. 

Thereafter the growth of Fascist strength was amazingly rapid. Had 
Italy possessed a strong government capable of dealing with the preva- 
lent social and industrial unrest, it is probable that the grow th of Fascism 
would have been checked. But no party had an absolute majority in 
the Chamber of Deputies. The various bourgeois or anti-Socialist 
parties together outnumbered the Socialists and Communists, but they 
could not agree on a program of action, and in the absence of positive 
action the country seemed to be going to the dogs. Mussolini with his 
emphasis upon violent and direct action seemed to be the w4iitc hope 
of the existing social order. On the principle that it takes a thief to 
catch a thief, it seemed to many that it took a Socialist, or at least a 
renegade Socialist to put down the Socialist menace. By appealing to 
“national honor,” and “national glory,” by promises to make Italy the 
leader of the w'orld, he secured the allegiance of large numbers of the 
working class. In this manner he diverted the animosity of the pro- 
letariat away from the capitalists and directed it towards the “foreign- 
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ers/' who were blamed for most of Italy’s woes. Not only did Mussolini 
thus wean away many workers from adherence to orthodox socialism 
and its doctrine of class struggle, he also managed to organize several 
trade unions pledged to support Fascism and “class cooperation” in the 
interests of the nation. Impressed by these developments, the great 
bankers and industrialists, seeing in Mussolini a bulwark for their 
vested interests, hastened to give the Fascists their moral and, more to 
the point, their financial support. Millions of lire were poured into 
the coffers of the Fascist Party and Mussolini was thereby enabled to 
carry on operations on an ever larger scale. 

But though Mussolini by appeals to “patriotism” was able to win 
over a considerable section of the working class and by appeals to 
“security” to win the support of a large number of the wealthy capital- 
ists, his chief support came from the members of the lower middle class. 
The Italian lower middle class were frightened by the pretensions of the 
lower classes, with their threat of communism, and at the same time 
they were resentful against the power and prestige of the great capitalists 
with their huge, ill-distributed fortunes. To this lower middle class 
Mussolini seemed conservative enough to protect them against the 
bolshevism of the great unwashed, and yet radical enough to protect 
them against complete domination by the great banking institutions 
and the commercial and industrial trusts. Mussolini was clever enough 
to seduce many workers into supporting him ; he was clever enough to 
blackmail the great industrialists into supporting him : but his real rise 
to power was due neither to the workers nor to the capitalists, but to the 
local butcher, baker, and candlestick maker, to the members of the same 
lower middle class from which he himself sprang. 

This fact is of great significance when we remember that it was this 
same lower middle class in Germany which carried Hitler and the 
Nazi Party to power; that it is this same class which forms the chief 
support of the Fascist and semi-Fascist organizations in other countries. 
It is from among this class in the United States that Father Coughlin 
and others of his ilk secure their greatest following. In Father Coughlin's 
speeches we still hear, as we heard in Mussolini's speeches twenty years 
ago, alternate diatribes against communism and the “minions of Wall 
Street.” There are some political scientists who claim that liberalism 
with its emphasis upon individualism and parliamentary government 
was developed by the upper middle and middle classes in their struggle 
against monarchic despotism ; and that individualism and parliamentary 
government only work well when these same classes retain effective 
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political control; that when political control passes into the hands of the 
lower middle class some kind of Fascist government is bound to arise. 
The history of France and America shows that this doctrine is not 
strictly true; that the rise of the lower middle class to a large share of 
political power is still compatible with the retention of individualism 
and democracy as governmental principles. It is, nevertheless, true 
that the lower middle class, especially in times of great economic stress, 
is peculiarly susceptible to Fascist or semi-Fascist propaganda and that 
if an economic condition should arise in America such as Italy witnessed 
in the period 1920-1922, this class is likely to produce an American 
version of the Fascist dicta torship.^ 

In the years following 1921 Mussolini, having won for himself a place 
in the political sun, set out to improve and strengthen his position. 
Not content with carrying on political propaganda both in newspapers 
and in Parliament where he was still only a minority leader, he began 
to prepare for the seizure of power by direct action. Taking advantage 
of the financial support given him by the capitalists and of the great 
following he found among the Italian lower middle class, Mussolini set 
about organizing, or rather reorganizing and expanding, the Fascist 
militia, groups of armed, uniformed, and disciplined young men pledged 
to carry out all orders given them by the party leaders, whose aims and 
duty it was to see that the Fascist program was carried out both locally 
and nationally. Although this Fascist militia constituted only a frac- 
tion of the population, it had the sympathy and occasionally the silent 
support of a much larger section of the community, in fact, of nearly 
all persons whose chief dread was of a communist revolution. Taking 
advantage of this fact Mussolini in 1922 prepared to strike. Late in 
October he ordered his Fascist “legions,'* the members of the Fascist 
militia, to march on Rome. 

Luigi Facta, who headed the shadowy government then in office, decided 
to oppose the advance of the Fascists. A state of siege was declared, but the 
order had to be countermanded, for the king refused to sign the decree. 
While the .black shirted cohorts were closing in on Rome, Mussolini was offered 
an opportunity to become part of a coalition government, but declined. On 
the 29th the King called him to Rome and the next day, amid scenes of 
extraordinary enthusiasm, he formed a government.® 

But though Mussolini thus came to power in 1922 he was very slow 
and cautious in imposing all the Fascist ideals upon the Italian state. 
His policy seems to have been “Fascism on the installment plan." 
At first he was content to be the Prime Minister of a coalition cabinet, 
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several of his fellow Ministers being persons who were not members of 
the Fascist Party. Many officials in the bureaucracy were, to be sure, 
dismissed, and their places taken by Favscists, but an even larger number 
were permitted to retain their offices. The Chamber of Deputies was 
bulldozed into submission, but for some time it was permitted to remain 
In existence and to Include within its membership the representatives 
of parties directly opposed to Fascism. As time went on, however, 
Mussolini was able to consolidate his position as the greatest and strong- 
est force in Italian public life. In 1025 he felt strong enough to strike 
once more. In that year and in the years which followed he proceeded 
to carry out his program of making Italy a completely totalitarian state. 
All non-Fascist parties were forcibly dissolved. A ‘rigid censorship 
was placed on the press, and any opposition to Fascism was ruthlessly 
punished. Local self-government was suppressed, all local officials 
being appointed by the Fascist-controlled central government. All 
government officials, including university professors, were forced to 
swear allegiance to the Fascist cause. Even among private persons 
open opposition to Fascism was punished by imprisonment or exile 
Trial by jury, because of the democratic element involved, was abolished. 
For several years the Chamber of Deputies was permitted to maintain 
a shadowy existence, though after 1928 the members of this body were 
nominated by' the Grand C.'ouncil of the Fascist Party. In 1959 the 
process of making Italy totalitarian was completed by the su{)[)ression 
of tlie (theoretically) elective Chamber and the substitution for it of a 
Chamber of Fasci and Corporations, all of whose members owe their 
position to executive (and Fascist) appointment. 

THE IDEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND 

When we turn from an examination of the history of Fascism to a 
study of its political philosophy w^e meet with an initial difficulty. 
During its early years the Fascist Party was exceedingly opportunistic, 
embracing and abandoning doctrines according to the mood of the 
moment, or rather abandoning those doctrines which proved unpopular 
and embracing those which promised to draw popular support. It 
would, of course, be unfair to quote from the speeches made by Mussolini 
in his old Socialist, pre-Fascist days; but it is surprising to find that even 
in the years following 1919 , when the Fascist Party was officially organ- 
ized, Mussolini alternately attacked and defended a large number of 
different political propositions. In 1919 Mussolini was still in favor of 
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a republican form of government; in 1922 he declared in favor of the 
existing monarchy. In 1919 Mussolini was still in favor of universal 
suffrage and proportional representation. A few years later he declared 
his opposition to parliamentary government and electoral machinery 
in any form. In 1919 Mussolini had a close alliance with the Futurists, 
who violently attacked all traditions and demanded the suppression of 
all institutions, customs, and beliefs which had come down from the past. 
A few years later Mussolini swung over completely to the principle of 
“historic continuity,” the linking of the pre.sent with the past. In 1919 
Mussolini, a former atheist, was still violently anti-clerical. A few 
years later he came out in support of the Catholic ('hurch. As late as 
1922 he declared in favor of economic liberalism — the principle of 
laissez faire — arguing that the economic activities of a nation must 
not be handed over to the control of governmental agencies. A few 
years later he demanded that all economic activity be controlled and 
regulated by the state. 

During the early period (1919 -1925) the Fascists were quite willing 
to admit their inconsistencies — in fact tended to glory in them. 
Fascism, they declared, was not a dead body of dogmas but a living 
movement, and like all living things it needed to change with the times. 
F'ascisrn, they said, refused to be tied down by abstract or formal 
principles (prejudiciali). After 1925, however, a great change took 
place. Fascism became stabilized. By this time the Fascists had un- 
disputed control over all the organs of the state. The days of revolu- 
tionary ardor were over. They no longer had lo put forth programs 
merely to win popular support. On the other hand they were placed 
in a position of great responsibility. On them depended the present and 
the future of Italy. It was high time that they formulated a statement 
as to the general principles in accordance with which they were deter- 
mined to rule the nation. In August, 1925, therefore, we find the first 
authoritative statement of the philosophy of Fascism in a speech {The 
Political Doctrine of Fascism) made by Alfredo Rocco, then Fascist 
Minister of Justice and IVlussoIini’s intimate adviser on matters of 
general policy. In addition there are also available a number of Mus- 
solini’s own articles and speeches, of which the most important is The 
Political and Social Doctrines of Fascism, an article written in 1932 for 
the Italian Encyclopaedia, which is largely a restatement and expansion 
of the ideas expounded by Rocco. Of great interest and importance are 
the writiiigs of two other men, Gentile and Palmieri. Both Gentile and 
Palmieri are out and out Neo-HegeUanc. not only politically but also 
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philosophically, and both these writers have expounded and defended 
Fascism from a Neo-Hegelian or idealist point of view. The Fascist 
Party has not yet adopted Neo-Hegelianism as its official philosophy, 
but the writings of Gentile and Palmieri have received the official ap- 
proval of Mussolini and have appeared under the auspices of the Fascist 
Party. 

Fascism, after wavering between individualism and etatism, has, in 
later expositions of party philosophy, declared wholeheartedly for radical, 
thoroughgoing etatism and, after wavering between democracy and 
authoritarianism has declared for thoroughgoing authoritarianism. Of 
great significance in this respect is the fact that the Fascists have drawn 
largely from the store of ideas supplied by the purely speculative philos- 
ophers of the nineteenth century. As we know, etatism and authorita- 
rianism were defended from many widely divergent points of view, but 
especially by the groups which we have called the Social Darwinists, the 
irrationalists, the traditionalists, and the idealists. Among these dif- 
ferent groups there were many points of dissimilarity and even of open 
opposition. Especially was there a deep cleavage between the irra- 
tionalists and the Social Darwinists on the one hand with their “scien- 
tific naturalism” and “realism,” and the traditionalists and the idealists 
on the other with their emphasis upon the non-material or “spiritual” 
values. Despite this opposition, however, the Fascists have not hesi- 
tated to use the arguments and ideas of all four of these schools. When 
one peers below the surface it would seem that Mussolini himself is 
primarily affected by irrationalism and Social Darwinism, but that he 
sees the value of traditionalism and idealism as “window dressing” — 
as means of presenting Fascist doctrines in such a way as to appeal to 
large sections of the populace who would be shocked by the cold-blooded 
naturalism of the other two schools. 

The Social Darwinists, as we have seen, start with the assumption 
that all life, or at least all progress, is based upon the struggle for exist- 
ence, the elimination of the unfit, and the survival of the fittest. The 
later members of this school also emphasize that the struggle or conflict 
is not only between individuals but also and more especially between 
groups; that in all struggles between an individual and a group, the group 
wins; that in the struggle between groups it is the more coherent, com- 
pact, homogeneous, disciplined group which wins. There is no evidence 
that Mussolini ever came directly into contact with the writings of 
Bagehot and Gumplowicz, the chief apostles of Social Darwinism; but 
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from his own speeches and writings it is certain that he was deeply af- 
fected by popular second- and third-hand rehashes of the ideas formu- 
lated by these men. It is also certain, from direct evidence, that Mus- 
solini was deeply affected by Nietzsche, who in addition to being an 
irrationalist was also an important apostle of Social Darwinism. 

Again and again in Mussolini's writings and speeches we find ideas 
reminiscent of the earlier Social Darwinists. 

Strife is the origin of all things Strife will always remain at the root of 

human nature, like a supreme fatality. And on the whole it is well that it is so 
Today strife is possible in war, in economics, in ideas; but the day in which 
there would be no more strife would be a day of melancholy, of the end of 
things, of ruin.^ Humanity is still and always an abstraction of time and 
space; men are still not brothers, do not want to be, and evidently can 
not be. Peace is hence absurd or rather it is a pause in war. There is some- 
thing which binds man to his destiny of struggling. The motives of the 
struggle may change indefinitely; they may be economic, religious, political, 
sentimental, but the legend of Cain and Abel seems to be the unescapable 
reality while ‘‘brotherhood” is a fable. . . . The Christian and Socialist “men 
be brothers” is a mask for the eternal and immutable “homo homini lupus” 

. . . and man will continue to be a wolf among wolves for a bit of land, for a 
trickle of water, for a crumb of bread, for a woman’s kiss, for a necessity — 
or a caprice.® 

In consequence of this position Mussolini advocates nationalism as 
opposed to internationalism and glorifies war as opposed to peace. He 
assails the socialist doctrine that international misunderstandings are 
due to the machinations of the capitalist class, and the notion that were 
the capitalists removed the peoples of the world would live in amity. 

At bottom internationalism is an absurd fable; the great masses do not 
escape nor can they, and it is the best of fortune that they can not escape the 
insuppressible datum of race and nation. . . . Put workers representing various 
countries around the same table — witness the Washington Conference — 
and you will hear the same unintelligible clamor of a new Babel; bring labor- 
ing masses of different races into forced contact and you will have the story 
of Upper Silesia, or of the Teschen Basin or of Trieste.® 

To Mussolini, as to the great Social Darwinist Gumplowicz, the whole 
history of mankind is a Rassenkampf, a conflict of races and nations; 
50 has it always been, so will it always be. 

Above all Fascism . . . believes neither in the possibility nor the utility of 
perpetual peace. It thus repudiates the doctrine of Pacifism — born of a re- 
nunciation of the struggle and an act of cowardice in the face of sacrifice. 
War alone brings up to its. highest tension all human energy and puts the 
stamp of nobility upon the people who have the courage to meet it. All 
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other trials are substitutes, which never really put men into the position where 
they have to make the great decision — the alternative of life and death. Thus 
a doctrine which is founded upon this harmful postulate of peace is hostile to 
Fascism. . . . And thus hostile to the spirit of Fascism . . . are all international 
leagues and societies, and societies which, as history will show, can be scat- 
tered to the winds when once strong national feeling is aroused by any motive 
— sentimental, ideal or practical. . . . Thus the Fascist accepts life and loves 
it, knowing nothing of and despising suicide; he rather conceives life as duty, 
and struggle, and conquest.^ 

It Is important to notice that Mussolini accepts Nietzsche’s interpre- 
tation of Social Darwinism, rather than other versions, in that he insists 
that life is not merely a struggle for existence, but also a struggle for 
domination and power. To Mussolini and to Nietzsche the basic factor 
in human psychology is not merely the ''will to live,” but also and more 
especially the "will to power.” To Mussolini, moreover, the will to 
power should and must motivate not only individuals but also states. 
"The value of Fascism lies in the fact that ... it has a will to exist and 
a will to power, a firm front in face of the reality of violence. . . . The 
Fascist state is an embodied will to power.” ® It is this doctrine which 
drives Mussolini from a defense of nationalism to a defense of im- 
perialism. The older nationalists, men such as Fichte and Mazzini, 
claimed that every nation had a right to its place in the sun, that every 
nation must fight to secure and maintain its existence, but they ex- 
pressly denied that any nation has the right to conquer or dominate any 
other nation. To Mussolini this idea is sheer nonsense. In the uniform 
struggle for existence only the fit have the right to survive — and these 
fit not only have the right to survive but also have the right to conquer, 
to control, the less fit. 

The right to national independence does not arise from any merely literary 
and idealistic form of self-consciousness. . . but from an active self-conscious 
political will expressing itself in action and ready to prove its rights.* 

In other words, no nation merely because it is a nation has the right to 
exist. A nation has the right to exist only if it can successfully compete 
with other nations in the general struggle for existence. In like manner 
any nation has a perfect right to dominate any other nation if it is 
physically able to do so. 

Imperialism is the eternal and immutable law of life. At bottom it is but 
the need, desire, and will for expansion which every individual and every live 
and virile people have inside them.^® 

For Fascism the growth of empire, that is to say the expansion of the 
nation, is an essential manifestation of vitality, and its opposite a sign of 
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decadence. Peoples which are rising, or rising again after a period of deca- 
ience are always imperialist; any renunciation is a sign of decay and of death.^* 

It is Social Darwinism, the belief that human history is the story of 
the eternal, inevitable conflict between groups, especially between 
nations, which has driven Mussolini to advocate certain measures in 
the realm of practical politics. Take for example his objection to birth 
control and his ardent preaching in favor of an ever-increasing popula- 
tion. To his mind the fact that Italy is already overpeopled, or that 
she is unable to support her present population in decency or comfort 
is non-essential, or rather beside the point. To him the essential point 
is that the Italians are bound to compete with the other nations of 
Europe, and how can they successfully compete with their rivals if 
Italy is permanently outnumbered? 

Some unintelligent persons may say: there are already too many of us. . . . 
Intelligent persons reply: there are too few of us. . . . Let us speak plainly. 
What are forty million Italians to ninety million Germans and two hundred 
million Slavs. . . . Gentlemen, if Italy wants to count for something, it must 
appear on the threshold of the second half of the century with a population of 

not less than sixty million inhabitants If we fall off we can not make an 

Empire. 

Of even greater importance is the fact that Social Darwinism has pro- 
foundly affected Mussolini’s views as to how the government should 
be run. Bageliot, it will be remembered, claimed that in the early 
conflicts between groups it was the coherent, compact, homogeneous 
group which won over the loose, incoherent, incompact, heterogeneous 
group. Groups which act alike, talk alike, think alike triumph over 
groups in which the individuals act, talk, and think differently. Hence 
the need for rigid discipline and for the persecution of aberrant minori- 
ties. To Mussolini this is true not only for early primitive times but 
also for the present; not only for primitive tribal organizations, but also 
for modern states. In times of war a nation which is undisciplined, 
dominated by individualistic trends, will be defeated by a nation in 
which all individuals are subordinated to and controlled by the state — 
and to Mussolini all nations at all times are in a state of war, open or 
secret. Hence the need of etatist principles at all times. 

Empire demands discii)line, the co-ofdination of all forces, and a deeply felt 
sense of duty and sacrifice. This fact explains many aspects of the practical 
working of the regime, the character of many forces in the state and the 
necessarily severe measures which must be taken against those who oppose 
this spontaneous and inevitable movement of Italy in the twentieth century. 
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Just as Social Darwinism leads Mussolini to defend etatism, so like- 
wise does it lead him to defend authoritarianism. Even Macau|^^ 
that staunch pillar of liberalism, admitted that in times of war, demo- 
cratic control was always a nuisance and at times a calamity, that no 
army has ever prospered under a debating society. Bagehot went 
further and declared that '‘so long as war is the main business of 
nations, temporary despotism is indispensable.’* To Mussolini with 
his belief in the constancy and universality of war, Bagehot’s premises 
make it necessary to conclude that permanent, not temporary, despotism 
is indispensable. “Never before has the nation stood more in need of 
authority, of direction, and of order.” 

As we have already seen, different from, but closely related to, Social 
Darwinism were the doctrines preached by the eugenists and the racial- 
ists. It is therefore noteworthy that whereas Fascism has been pro- 
foundly affected by orthodox Social Darwinism, the ideas of the eugen- 
ists and the racialists have as yet played only a minor role in the formation 
of Fascist ideology. There are indeed two points on which the eugenists 
and the Fascists are in fundamental agreement. One is that men are 
innately and fundamentally unequal; the other, that political, social, and 
economic control should rest not with the masses but with that small 
group of elite who are clearly superior to the masses. According to 
Mussolini, “Fascism . . . affirms the immutable, beneficial, and fruitful 
inequality of mankind.” On the basis of this inequality, “Fascism 
denies that the majority, simply by the fact that it is a majority, can 
direct human society; it denies that numbers alone can govern by means 
of a periodical consultation.” But though Fascism thus agrees with 
the eugenists in two essential respects, the Fascists, unlike the eugen- 
ists, have never emphasized the idea that superiority is hereditary, that 
superior stocks tend to breed superior stocks, or that inferior stocks 
tend to breed inferior stocks. This may be partly due to the fact that 
the Fascists received so much support from the lower middle class; that 
so many of the Fascist leaders have themselves emerged from this same 
social group; and that the Italian lower middle class has long disliked 
the special privileges of the old hereditary aristocracy. At the same 
time it is interesting to observe that among some of the Fascists there is 
already a movement in favor of creating a new hereditary aristocracy 
composed of the Fascist leaders, for the purpose of breeding “true 
gentlemen.” And even Mussolini tells us: 

Sometimes I play with the idea of a laboratory for making generations; 
that is of creating the class of warriors ever ready to die, the class of inventor? 
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pursuing the secret of mystery, the class of judges, the class of great captains 
of industry, of great explorers, of great governors. It is by means of such 
methodical selection that the great classes are created, which in turn will 
create the Empire.^* 

In other words, Mussolini '‘sometimes plays with the idea’* of turning 
Italy into a giant eugenic laboratory. 

The connection between Fascism and racialism is even more casual, 
though it too is not entirely non-existent. For many years Mussolini 
pooh-poohed the whole of the racialist creed, the idea that one race is 
superior to another, that it is the task of the superior races to govern the 
inferior ones, and that it is the duty of the superior races to keep them- 
selves racially pure. As late as 1932 he declared, 

Of course there are no pure races left; not even the Jews have kept their 
blood unmingled. Successful crossings have often promoted the energy and 
beauty of a nation. Race! It is a feeling, not a reality; ninety-five per cent, 
at least, a feeling. . . . National pride has no need of the delirium of race.^* 

A few years later Mussolini completely changed his tone. Events in 
Germany convinced him that even though race is a myth it is a very 
useful myth in stabilizing an authoritarian regime. Although there are 
only about forty thousand Jews in Italy, and although these Jews play 
a relatively insignificant part either in the public or the private life of 
the country, Mussolini also learned that the Jews could serve as a 
convenient scapegoat in that they could be blamed for many of the 
economic ills which still beset Italy after several years of Fascist control. 
By way of popularizing racialism most Jews holding public office lost 
their posts. On July 14, 1938, a group of Fascist professors, acting 
under the auspices of the Ministry of Popular Culture, issued a mani- 
festo on racialism similar to pronouncements of the German Nazis. 
It is possible that the Italian conquest of Ethiopia had something to 
do with this change in F'ascist ideology. The theory of black inferiority 
and the need for white rulership could be used to defend Italy’s aggres- 
sion. Of equal importance was the fact that racialism could be used as 
a propaganda weapon in preventing the new Italian colonists from 
mating with the women of Ethiopia. 

Fascist racialism is still in its infancy, and as yet it is impossible to 
foresee how far and in what direction it will go. It is obviously im- 
possible for the Fascists to follow Houston Stewart Chamberlain or 
Gunther in advocating Germanic or Nordic supremacy, as the Nordics 
constitute only a minor element in the racial make-up of the Italians. 
It is possible (in spite of the fact that northern Italv is mostly non- 
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Mediteranean) that the Fascists will build up a legend in favor of the 
Mediterranean race; but it is more probable that they will revert to the 
simpler theory that the Italian people do indeed form a blend of races, 
but an ideal blend of the best elements of the best races, and that this 
ideal blend, having been created, must not be corrupted by further 
racial mixture. 

It is obvious that Social Darwinism has played a great part in the 
development of Fascist ideology. It soon becomes clear that irra- 
tionalism figures in an equally significant role. Again and again Mus- 
solini tells us how much he has been influenced by such great irrational- 
ists as William James, Bergson, Nietzsche, Sorel, and Pareto. The list 
of these names shows that Mussolini has been interested, not merely in 
the practical or political phases of irrationalism, but also in its more gen- 
eral or metaphysical aspects. 

Again and again the Fascists tell us that Fascism is an anti-intellec- 
tual movement, a revolt against the cold reason of intellect, that 
Fascism supports the superior claims of instinct over reavson. Mussolini 
has often expreSvSed his disdain of abstract thinking and exalted 
Fascism by contrasting its live reality with the sterile theory of other 
movements. “Fascism is based on reality, Bolshevism is based on 
theory. . . . We' want to be definite and real. We want to come out of 
the cloud of discussion and theory.*' “My program is action, not 
thought.’* It is no wonder that the phrase “we think with our 
blood*’ has become a Fascist' slogan. “My blood tells me,’* “I must 
listen to my blood** are phrases sometimes used by this statesman- 
gladiator. “It is no good,** he will add, “I am like the animals, I feel 
when things are going to happen; some instinct warns me, and I am 
obliged to follow it!** “Before all I trust my insight. What I call 
my insight — it is indefinable.** According to Palmieri, Fascism 
stresses “the supremacy in this life. . . of Poetry over Science, of In- 
tuition and Inspiration over experience and method.'* Even Gentile, 
the chief professional philosopher in the ranks of Fascism, declares, 

I am convinced that the true doctrine is that which is expressed in action 
rather than in words or books, in the personality of men and in the attitudes 
they assume in the face of problems, and this is a much more serious solution 
to problems than abstract dissertations, sermons, and theories.*^ 

Rocco joins the chorus when he says, 

It is true that Fascism is above all action and sentiment, and that such it 
must continue to be. Were it otherwise it could not keep up that immense 
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dri^•ing force, that renovating power which it now possesses, and would be 
merely the solitary meditation of a chosen few. Only because it is feeling 
and sentiment, only because it is the unconscious awakening of our profound 
racial instinct, has it the force to stir the soul of the people, and to set free an 
irresistible current of national will.^^ 

Rocco admits that natural intelligence is of great service in the task of 
governing, but adds, “Still more valuable is the intuitivenCvSS of rare 
great minds.” Rocco is certain that Mussolini is the ideal head of 
the state because he possesses “infallible intuition which assists him 
in times of crisis.” To Rocco and his fellow Fascists the broad mass 
of the populace have very little intelligence; nevertheless, 

among people with a great history and with noble intelligence, even the 
lowest elements of society possess an instinctive discernment of what is neces- 
sary for the welfare of the race, which in moments of great historical crises 
reveals itself to be almost infallible.^® 

From these statements it is obvious that the Fascists are in accord with 
the older irrational ists when the latter proclaim that reason alone can- 
not solve the problems of social and political life, that higher than ideal 
theorizing and speculation is heroic, creative action, guided by intuition, 
instinct, “feeling.” • 

Even more significant is the fact that Mussolini wholeheartedly ac- 
cepts the pragmatic doctrine regarding the nature of truth and of moral 
standards. Mussolini, in fact, tells us that pragmatiwsm is “one of the 
foundation stones” of Fascism. To the rationalist certain doctrines, 
certain facts, certain scientific laws are absolutely and eternally true. 
Further research may reveal new details regarding the old laws, may 
even reveal new laws, but this in no way invalidates the old laws. In 
like manner the rationalists claim that certain standards of right and 
wrong, of good and bad are absolute and eternal. In contradiction with 
these ideas the pragmatists, and with them Mussolini, claim that all 
doctrines, “facts,” “laws,” are merely working hypotheses — hypoth- 
eses which are not necessarily “true” but which are serviceable in 
aiding human action. From this it follows that the laws or rather the 
hypotheses which are serviceable to one generation are not serviceable 
to another generation, and hence must be discarded and replaced by 
new ones. To say that an idea is true is merely to say that it has proved 
useful to the preservation of the individual or the race, that it has enabled 
the individual or the race to act in such a way that it succeeds in the 
struggle for existence. In like manner the irrationalists, and with them 
Mussolini, claim that all standards of value and moral codes are merely 
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weapons in the struggle for power. All moral codes are merely standards 
created by the group to protect its own interests, and to discipline the 
members of the group, so that the group itself can better struggle with 
and dominate over other groups. As the conditions necessary for the 
maintenance of the community and for the discipline of the community 
differ from time to time, it follows that the standard of values and the 
code of morals imposed by the community upon its members must also 
vary from century to century. It also follows that as moral codes are 
merely arbitrary standards which the community imposes on its mem- 
bers for purposes of discipline, they do not and cannot apply between 
states. 

It is only when we bear in mind the ideas expounded by Mussolini’s 
teachers, James, Nietzsche, and Sorel, that we can understand the true 
significance of some of Mussolini’s remarks. It is because Mussolini 
has adopted the pragmatist attitude towards truth and moral values 
that he is able to assert that Fascism has no preconceived notions, no 
fixed ideas.” It is for this reason that he declares that Fascism 
“rejects the idea of a doctrine suited to all times and all peoples,” that 
he insists that doctrines are of value only because 

all ^doctrines aim at directing the activities of men towards a given objec- 
tive. ... A doctrine must therefore be a vital act and not a verbal display. 
Hence the pragmatic strain in Fascism, its will to power, its attitude towards 
violence, and its value.*® 

And again 

The sanctity of an 4sm is not in the -ism; it has no sanctity beyond its 
power to do, to work, to succeed in practice. It may have succeeded yester- 
day and fail tomorrow. Failed yesterday and succeed tomorrow. The 
machine first of all must run.*^ 

It is because Mussolini sees in moral codes only the means whereby the 
community for its own advantage disciplines its members that he as- 
serts that whereas “the state has not got a theology, it has a moral 
code.” ^ A moral code inculcating “a deep sense of duty and a spirit 
of self-sacrifice” has no eternal, absolute value, but pragmatically it is 
extremely valuable because it makes for “discipline and the co-ordina- 
tion of efforts” and thereby permits Italy to go on with her imperialistic 
designs.®* In accepting pragmatism, Mussolini has also accepted Sorel’s 
doctrine of “the Myth.” To Sorel, it will be remembered, a myth is a 
useful fiction, “a body of images capable of evoking sentiment instinc- 
tively,” and of enormous value irrespective of whether or not the myth 
is logically sound. Echoing Sorel, Mussolini proclaims: 
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We have created our myth. The myth is a faith, a passion. It is not 
necessary that it shall be a reality. It is a reality by the fact that it is a goad, 
a faith, that it is courage. Our myth is the nation, our myth is the greatness 
of the Nation. And to this myth, to this grandeur, that we wish to translate 
into a complete reality, we subordinate all the rest.*^ 

Another basic doctrine common to the irrationalists and to the 
Fascists is that men, or at least the broad mass of men, are essentially 
irrational animals and that all social and political activity must be 
based on this assumption. To Mussolini 

it is faith that moves mountains, not reason. Reason is a tool, but it can 
never be the motive force of the crowd. Today less than ever. . . . The 
capacity of the modern man for faith is illimitable. . . . Everything depends 
upon one's ability to control the masses like an artist.*^ 

When Mussolini was asked whether a dictator can really be loved by the 
populace, we find him replying, “Yes, provided that the masses fear him 
at the same time. The crowd loves strong men. The crowd is like a 
woman.” When asked why, after many years in power. Fascism 
speaks of itself as a permanent revolution, Mussolini immediately re- 
plied, “We need to speak of permanent revolution because the phrase 
exerts a mystical influence upon the masses.” “For me the masses 
are but a herd of sheep. ... If you would lead them, you must guide 
them by two reins, enthusiasm and interest.'* In admitting that 
men are guided or partly guided by their interests, Mussolini admits that 
rational self-interest plays an important part in motivating human 
action. But he is far from admitting that rational self-interest is the 
chief or even the most important factor in determining human conduct. 
Mussolini tells us that Fascism rejects the theory of the economic man, 
the man who obeys the laws of supply and demand, who buys in the 
cheapest and sells in the dearest market. “The economic man does 
not exist. Man is integral, he is political, he is economic, he is re- 
ligious, he is saint, he is warrior.” To Mussolini this is merely a 
polite way of saying that man, under the influence of political or re- 
ligious myths, will frequently do things which are contrary to his economic 
or rational interests. “Fascism believes now and always in sanctity 
and heroism, that is to say in acts in which no economic motive, remote 
or immediate, is at work.” It is for this reason that Mussolini violently 
objects to Karl Marx's economic interpretation of history. 

Incidentally it should be noted that Mussolini, following in the foot- 
steps of James, Bergson, and Sorel, denies not only economic deter- 
minism but also all other forms of determinism. Mussolini follows 



THE TRIUMPH OF ABSOLUTISM 


548 

these other irrationalists in rejecting the theological fatalism or deter- 
minism of Calvin, the idealistic determinism of Hegel, and the racialism 
and environmentalism of later thinkers. To Mussolini as to James a 
man may be strongly influenced by his environment, his racial or his 
historical background, or by economic factors, but he always remains 
a free agent, able to shake off these influences and control his own 
destiny. To Mussolini as to Bergson, evolution is the free creative 
activity of the mind or rather of the will which creates new and un- 
predictable forms as it surges upward. To both men there is a tendency 
towards something, but never a fixed goal. Along with James’ indeter- 
minism, Mussolini has also accepted James* attitude towards the problem 
of optimism and pessimism. James, as we know, refused to admit that 
the world is essentially good or essentially bad. He claimed that some 
features of the world are gooci, others bad, and that it lies in our power 
to increase the good and decrease the bad. Not only does Mussolini 
accept this doctrine but he also agrees with Sorel in rejecting the theory 
of inevitable progress. To Mussolini as to Sorel, progress is possible, 
but it is not certain. It is not even probable unless man can be re- 
awakened to the need of irrational but heroic action. Mussolini’s 
attitude towards such problems is summed up in his statement that 
Fascism is 

neither pessimistic nor supinely optimistic, as are generally the doctrint's 
(all negative) which place the centre of life outside man, whereas by the 
exercise of his free will, man can and must create his own world. Fascism 
wants man to be active and to engage in action with all his energies; it wants 
him to be manfully aware of the difficulties besetting him and ready to face 
them. . . . Hence the essential values of work, by which man subjugates na- 
ture and creates the human world, economic, political, ethical, intellectual.^^ 

The more one studies the life, the speeches, and the writings of Mus- 
solini, the more one becomes convinced that Social Darwinism and ir- 
rationalism constitute the real underlying bases of the whole of his 
political philosophy. In later years, however, especially since coming 
into power, he has found it neces^^ary to supplement and even to cloak 
these two creeds by appeals to other doctrines. Social Darwinism and 
irrationalism do not and probably never will find widespread popular 
appeal, and in order to win the sympathy of the masses and rally them 
to the support of Fascism, Mussolini has taken over from others several 
additional ideological defenses of the Fascist position. As he himself 
has remarked, “We play on all the strings from violence to religion, 
from art to politics.’’ 
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Among the most important and valuable of these additional defenses 
of Fascism is the appeal to tradition and to traditionalism, especially 
the form of traditionalism developed by such early apostles of etatism 
as Mazzini and Treitschke. In some ways Mussolini’s acceptance of 
traditionalism as an integral part of the Fascist creed is startling and 
even amusing when one takes into consideration his earlier life and ideas. 
Throughout most of his life Mussolini has been a revolutionary, in 
violent opposition to inherited or traditional doctrines, customs, and 
institutions. As a disciple of Nietzsche and Sorel, Mussolini for many 
decades openly espoused the doctrine that we must break not only with 
old dogmas and old institutions, but also with old values, old standards 
of right and wrong. During the early stages of Fascism (1919 -1921) 
the Fascists were intimately allied with the so-called Futurists, led by 
Marinetti. In view of the later traditionalism of the Fascist Party it 
is interesting to read some of the declamations of Marinetti, Mussolini’s 
erstwhile friend and ally. 

The cult of the past and mercantilism in art; these are the two terrible 
plagues that are devastating our country. . . . \Xc combat the majorities cor- 
rupted by power, and we s])it on current and traditional oj)inion. . . . Our 
poetry is poetry essentially and totally rebelling against all used forms. . . . 
VVe are convinced that nothing is more easy and more despicable than public 
approval, soliciting popular and traditional tastes. ... To youth we ascribe 
all rights and all authority uhich wc deny and seek to wrest brutally from 
the old, the dying, and the dead.'*^ 

Because of his opposi^tion to traditionalism we find that Marinetti, who 
in 1919 stood side by side with Mussolini as a candidate for Parliament, 
demanded “the abolition of museums, libraries, and academic institu- 
tions of every kind,” because they express the voice of the past. 

For several years Mussolini felt deep sympathy for Marinetti and 
for his ideas. As late as 1932 he declared. 

Every revolution creates new forms, new myths, and new rites and the 
would-be revolutionist, while using old traditions, must refashion them. He 
must create new festivals, new gestures, new forms which will themselves 
become traditional. 

Nevertheless since coming into power in 1922 Mussolini’s attitude 
towards tradition has been undergoing a slow but thoroughgoing trans- 
formation. Mussolini and with him the Fascist Party has now become 
the bulwark of tradition and of respect for established laws and beliefs. 
It has chosen to set its standards by Rome, especially by the Rome of 
classical antiquity; it has chosen to submit to age-old Italian institU' 
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tions, including even Catholicism, which was once regarded by Mussolini 
as the arch enemy of his ideals. The reasons for this transformation 
are not hard to find. To a certain extent, Mussolini’s conversion to 
traditionalism was honest and sincere. Mussolini was always an ardent 
nationalist, and he now began to realize, as Mazzini and Treitschke long 
before him had realized, that there is a close association between nation- 
alism and traditionalism and that if he was going to remain a nationalist 
he would also have to be a traditionalist. With Mazzini and Treitschke, 
Mussolini came to believe that a nation is what it is because of what it 
has been, because of the experiences it has undergone, because of the 
store of traditions it has accumulated. To remain an anti-traditionalist 
meant to wreck the cause of Italian nationalism — hence traditionalism 
had to be adopted, little as it suited Mussolini’s character and personality. 

But although Mussolini’s conversion to traditionalism was, in part 
at least, sincere, this conversion was greatly aided by the fact that 
Mussolini found that tradition was a valuable ally from the practical, 
pragmatic point of view. If in the eternal struggle between groups 
the coherent, compact groups triumph over the loose, incoherent groups, 
it follows that the groups in which a uniform tradition is strong will 
normally triumph over groups in which the power of tradition and the 
discipline which comes from tradition is weak. As Bagchot put it, 
to make a group coherent and compact, 

what you want is a comprehensive rule binding men together, making them 
do the same thing. What this rule is, does not matter so much. A good rule 
is better than a bad one, but any rule is better than nine. 

To Bagehot this comprehensive rule binding men together was furnished 
in early times by customary law. To the Fascists the role of customary 
law is in modern times taken by tradition. To the Fascists, tradition is 
a strong social force giving strength and unity to the state and to the 
government. As a result any state or government which fails to utilize 
this force would render itself weak. To Mussolini many of the tradi- 
tions which have grown up in Italy are irrational and even ludicrous, but 
that does not make them any the less valuable. It is the duty of states- 
men to utilize any social dogma or social tradition, however intrinsically 
absurd, to give stability to their regime, for without internal stability 
no nation can successfully compete with other nations. Take, for ex- 
ample, that form of tradition called religion. For many years Mus- 
solini was an avowed and passionate atheist. Even now it is certain 
that he accepts almost none of the dogmas of the Catholic Church, yet 



once he was in power he hastened to make friends with the Catholic 
Church on the ground, which he himself admits, that '‘beyond question 
power and harmony are promoted for a statesman if he adheres to the 
religion of the majority of his fellow countrymen.” ^ In other words 
Mussolini has found in the Catholic tradition, absurd though it seems 
to him, a powerful social force which is advantageous for his own ends. 

It would be ridiculous to regard Mussolini as primarily a traditionalist 
even in the later stages of his intellectual development. Primarily he 
was and still is an irrationalist and a Social Darwinist, and it is only be- 
cause he is that he has become converted to the use and defense of 
traditionalism. As an irrationalist he sees the value of absurd tradi- 
tions, just as Sorel saw the value of absurd myths. As a Social Dar- 
winist he sees that tradition gives to the Italians a strong mental and 
spiritual discipline, rendering them more homogeneous and compact and 
hence better able to struggle with and triumph over the peoples of 
other nations. But though Mussolini is thus only indirectly and second- 
arily a traditionalist, in the last few years he has paid loud lip service to 
the traditionalist cause. “Tradition certainly is one of the greatest 
spiritual forces of a people, in as much as it is a successive and constant 
creation of their .soul.” . Hence the great value of tradition in records, 
in language, in customs, in rules of social life. “Outside history man is 
a non-entity. . . . The state . . . safeguards and transmits the spirit of the 
people elaborated down the ages in its language, its customs, its faith. 
The state is not only the present, it is also the past.” ^ 

You assuredly should not forget that every nation has a history. All the 
peoples that have a history have an honor peculiar to themselves. It is 
their heritage frgm their forefathers which justifies their existence.^^ 

We must never disrupt the continuity of tradition. Traditions constitute 
a great moral force in the history of the people, and if you eliminate them you 
eliminate the foundations on which the history of the future is to be built, for 
that history is nothing more than a further achievement and a further per- 
fection of the past.^® 

Needless to say the traditionalism which has been accepted by 
Mussolini as an integral part of Fascism is reflected in the writings of 
the other Fascist authors. Thus we find Rocco attacking liberalism 
and the liberal theory of the state on the ground that to the liberals 
the state is merely the sum total of the individuals in the community 
at any one time. 

An atomic view of this kind is necessarily anti-historical in as much as it 
considers society in its spatial attributes and not in its temporal ones; and 
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because it reduces social life to the existence of a single generation. Society 
thus becomes a sum of determined individuals, viz. the generation living at 
a given moment. This doctrine, Avhich I call atomistic and which appears 
to be anti-historical, reveals from under a concealing cloak a strongly material- 
istic pature. In its endeavors to isolate the present from the past and the 
future it rejects the spiritual inheritance of ideas and sentiments which each 
generation receives from those preceding and hands down to the following 
generation, thus destroying the unity and the spiritual life of human society.^® 

Fascism, on the other hand, is said to replace the old atomistic and anti- 
historical doctrine with an organic and historic concept. 

Imr Liberalism society has no purposes other than those of the members 
living at a given moment. For Fascism society has historical and immanent 
ends . . . quite distinct from those of the individuals which at any given 
moment compose it, so distinct in fact that they may even be in opposition. 

To the Fascists the Nation is the supremely important entity to which 
all individuals must be sacrificed, and after all what is the nation but 

an entity with a unity brought about by common traditions among the 
people who compose it, traditions formed in the course of time owing to the 
working of a variety of influences such as . . . community of languages, race, 
culture, religion, laws, customs, history feelings, and volitions. 

But though Fascism is thus definitely wedded to traditionalism, it 
should be noted that the traditionalism which it has adopted is definitely 
of the type which we have called Hegelian. We have already distin- 
guished between the old traditionalism of De Maistre and the new of 
H(‘gel. The old traditionalism was opposed to all theories of progress, 
improvement, or evolution. To this school political action should con- 
sist of clinging resolutely to the old ways of doing things, and to old 
doctrines and ideas. The traditionalism of Hegel, of Mazzini, of 
Treilschke, went hand in hand with a belief in progress and evolution. 
Traditionalism of this sort was compatible with advocating violent, 
bloody revolution. The new traditionalism teaches that progress in 
the present and future is perfectly possible, but only when such progress 
is made dependent upon traditions handed down from the past. To 
the new traditionalists each generation must create its own ideas and 
ideals but they must be rooted in and grow out of the ideas and ideals 
of past ages. Even a cursory glance at Fascist writings shows that 
Mussolini’s traditionalism belongs to the new and not to the old school. 
To Mussolini, “life is in continual flux, and in process of evolution.'* “ 
“Each age has its own doctrine."^^ Fascism “rejects the idea of a doc- 
trine suited to all ages and all peoples.” ^ Although Fascism is in favor 
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of etatism and authoritarianism, it rejects the particular form of etatism 
and authoritarianism in vogue in the eighteenth century. Fascism 

should not be interpreted as implying a desire to drive the world backwards 
to positions occupied prior to 1 789. ... History does not travel backward. 
I'he Fascist doctrine has not taken De Maistre as its prophet. Monarchical 
absolutism is dead and so is ecclesiolatry.**^ 

It is indeed surprising to find pragmatic, revolutionary Fascism be- 
coming the defender of traditionalism. It is even more startling to see 
this same Fascist movement making an intimate alliance with idealism, 
more especially with ^ that brand usually called Neo-Hegelianism. 
Mussolini is admittedly so realistic, so naturalistic, so convinced that 
the only reality is the will to power and the ruthless struggle for exist- 
ence, that it is difficult to picture him wrapped in the mantle of idealism. 
And yet not only has this mantle been used, but it has proved extremely 
useful to the Fascist cause. There are many reasons why Mussolini 
has been willing to toy with Neo-Hegelianism. In the first place he has 
always been willing to accept support from whatever source it comes. 
He is far from being a Neo-scholastic, or even an orthodox Catholic, 
but when a person, such as Barnes,^® writes a book in favor of Fascism 
using Catholic Neo-scholasticism as a base, Mussolini is always willing 
to give the author a smile of welcome. As we know, Hegel was a strong 
advocate of etatism and authoritarianism, and in pre-Fascist Italy the 
followers of Hegel, the Neo-Hegelians, were among the most eloquent 
apostles of these two principles. It is not surprising, therefore, that 
Giovanni Gentile, one of the most outstanding of the Neo-Hegelians, 
was willing to embrace Fascism at an early date, defending the Fascist 
state from his own Neo-Hegelian point of view. Nor is it surprising, 
considering that Gentile was one of the leaders of Italian intellectual 
life, with disciples all over the country, that Mussolini was willing to 
admit Gentile within the Fascist camp and to allow the philosopher to 
use what argument he pleased in defense of the Fascist theory of the 
state. 

At first Mussolini himself and most other Fascist leaders maintained 
a position which might be called benevolent neutrality with respect to 
Neo-Hegelianism. They were willing to receive Neo-Hegelian support, 
but they were unwilling to commit themselves to aid Neo-Hegelianism 
in its struggles with other philosophical schools. Even today Neo- 
Hegelianism is far from being the official philosophy of Fascism. Never- 
theless within the last few years the Neo-Hegelians have enormously 
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strengthened their position within the Fascist Party. Gentile himself, 
after serving as Minister of Education, was made editor of the semi- 
official Italian Encyclopaedia 2ind Director of the National Fascist 
Institute of Culture, which is the official propaganda organization of the 
Fascist regime. In these various capacities he has managed to give a 
Neo-Hegelian veneer to many of the official and semi-official exposi- 
tions of Fascist principles, both to those written by himself and to those 
composed by subordinates. In recent years we find even Mussolini 
and Rocco, who are definitely not Neo-Hegelians in their metaphysics, 
using many of the terms, phrases, and arguments invented by the 
Hegelian school. This, no doubt, is partly due to the fact that these 
terms are found to have popular appeal, that they are seen to sway the 
sentiments of thousands of persons who would be repelled by the frank 
discussion of irrationalism and Social Darwinism. But it is also true 
that Mussolini has seen that his own versions of irrationalism and Social 
Darwinism are not necessarily incompatible with a milk and water 
version of Neo-Hegelianism. We have already seen that Hegel, gen- 
erally regarded as the apostle of rationalism, was in reality the prophet 
of “creative unconscious reason, “ or of intuition, and that Neo-Hegeli- 
anism can easily be reinterpreted to make it defend irrationalism. We 
also know that though Hegel lived and died before Darwin, he was 
a great apostle pf the general principle of evolution and proclaimed that 
evolution can only take place through conflict — the basis of the 
Hegelian dialectic. Last but not least, Mussolini has found in the 
Hegelian version of traditionalism the type which he can wholeheartedly 
accept. In consequence of all these facts we need not be surprised that 
ever greater favor is being shown to idealistic interpretations of the 
Fascist creed. 

In using idealistic weapons with which to defend Fascism and attack 
liberalism, frequent use is made of three different phases of the old 
ideal philosophy. The first of these we may call moralism, an attitude 
found not only in Hegel, but also in Kant, Fichte, Carlyle, and Mazzini. 
It is the belief that in politics as in ethics the chief concern must be, not 
what man wants to do, but what he should do. This attitude is re- 
flected in Kant’s Categorical Imperative. It is reflected in the Mazzinian 
creed that we must concern ourselves with the duties of man and not 
with the rights of man. It is reflected in Carlyle’s dictum that we must 
seek blessedness, not happiness. It is reflected in the view of Green 
that the chief function of society and the state is to promote the moral 
welfare of man. The Fascists claim to have adopted this attitude. 
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and contrast their own position with that of liberalism, which they 
insist is based upon selfishness and hedonism. To Fascism the liberal 
position is best represented by Bentham and his fellow utilitarians. 
To Bentham every man is motivated by self-interest; and by self-interest 
Bentham means that every man spends most of his time trying to 
avoid pain and to secure happiness for himself. As the supreme goal of 
every individual is to secure the maximum of happiness for himself, so 
must the goal of the state consist merely in trying to secure the greatest 
happiness for the greatest possible number of its citizens. The Ben- 
thamites further claim that general happiness can best be achieved by al- 
lowing every person to do as he pleases, providing that he does not crimi- 
nally interfere with his fellow citizens. The Fascists declare that this 
idea is low and materialistic. They also declare that the old liberal 
doctrine that every man has a natural, God-given right to “life, liberty, 
and the pursuit of happiness** is equally low and materialistic. To the 
Fascists man is primarily a creature of duties rather than of rights. 
Man’s primary duty is to serve his community and nation, and this 
frequently means that it is his duty to give up his life, his liberty, and 
his pursuit of happiness for the benefit of the community or the nation. 

Fascism starts from the proposition that man is not always motivated 
by self-interest, and that when dominated by some ethical, political, or 
religious ideal, he frequently performs actions which are directly op- 
posite to his own self-interests. 

Fascism rejects the doctrine of materialism and any other doctrine which 
attempts to explain the intricate history of human societies from the narrow 
and exclusive stand point of the pre-eminence of material interests.®^ 

On this point the idealist phase of Fascism coincides with its irrationalist 
phase, save that \the idealists talk of man being motivated by ideals, 
while the irrationalists claim he is motivated by myths, fictions, tra- 
ditions, and the like. Having demonstrated to its own satisfaction 
that man can be motivated by things other than rational self-interest. 
Fascism then claims that he should put duty, self-sacrifice, desire for 
heroic action, ahead of such considerations as self-gain or personal 
happiness. 

Fascism sees in the world not only those superficial material interests in 
which man appears as an individual, standing by. himself, self-centered, sub- 
ject to natural law which instinctively urges him towards a life of selfish 
momentary pleasure; it sees not only the individual but the nation and the 

country, individuals bound together by a moral law It builds up a higher 

life based on duty ... in which the individual by self-sacrifice, the renunciation 
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of self-interest, by death itself can achieve that purely spiritual existence in 

which his value as a man consists Life as conceived by the Fascists is 

serious, austere, religious, all it^ manifestations are poised in a world sus- 
tained by moral forces and subject to spiritual responsibilities. The Fascist 
disdains an easy life. . . . Fascism denies the materialistic conception of happi- 
ness as a possibility . . . and abandons it to the economists of the mid-pight- 
eenth century. This means that Fascism denies the equation; well-being 
equals happiness, which sees in men mere animals, content when they can 
feed and fatten, thus reducing them to a vegetative existence pure and 
simple.^* 

From these statements, all of them made by Mussolini himself, it is 
obvious that the relativist, irrationalist. Social Darwinist founder of 
Fascism has learned the idealist phraseology well and knows when and 
how to use it. But when one reads the whole of the writings from which 
these statements were taken, it is also obvious that this idealistic moral* 
ism is only a dressing for a much more deep-seated Social Darwinism. 
Mussolini, the great prophet of morality, of duty, of self-sacrifice for the 
individual, holds that there is no moral code binding upon the state in 
its relations with other states. The only duty the state has to consider 
is the duty of making war, of increasing its power and its territory. The 
self-sacrifice, the abnegation which is said to be good for the individual 
is said to be bad for the community. In other words, behind the mask 
of idealism Mussolini’s true doctrine is that in the struggle for existence 
the group which is the best disciplined, the group whose members are 
most imbued with the spirit of duty and self-sacrifice, will triumph over 
other groups, and for this reason and for this reason only, it is necessary 
to use the catchwords of the older moralists. 

In this connection it is advisable to point out a curious paradox in the 
history of political thought. Frequently the political philosophers who 
have talked very little about abstract morality have been the persons 
who have done the most to alleviate the real ills of suffering mankind, 
and the political philosophers who have been most insistent upon 
mouthing moralistic platitudes have also preached doctrines which 
shock the moral sense of the average intelligent person. Bentham and 
his followers, for example, identified goodness with happiness, and 
thought that all talk of abstract morality was absurd, yet they were 
behind all the social, political, and legal reforms which took place in 
England during the early part of the nineteenth century. They wished 
to protect the majority from the rule of the minority and yet shield 
minorities from all oppression by majorities. They demanded the 
freeing of slaves and the education of the poor. They were bitterly 
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opposed to war and imperialism and demanded that England free the 
colonies which she had secured by force. Carlyle, on the other hand, 
who despised the utilitarian creed as materialistic, who thought that all 
political problems should be settled in accord with God-given moral laws, 
who thought that man should seek blessedness, not happiness, was also 
the man who demanded that the minority should rule the majority, 
and force it to act, talk, think, believe in a way the minority thought 
proper. He was in favor of slavery and the scourging of prisoners at 
home; he was in favor of endless warfare and imperialism abroad. He 
began by saying that right is might; he ended by saying that might is 
right. There are many analogies between the creeds of Carlyle and 
Mussolini, the most striking being the close union between “anti- 
materialistic moralism” and the belief in brute force to be applied both 
within and without the nation. But between Carlyle and Mussolini 
there is one great difference. We have good reason to believe that 
Carlyle sincerely and honestly believed in the supreme, absolute moral 
code which he preached. VVe have equally good reason to suppose that 
Mussolini sincerely disbelieves in any and every supreme, absolute 
moral code. To him the only absolute good is the success of the group 
or the state, and talk of moral virtues is merely propaganda, a means to 
induce men to sacrifice thenivselves to this end. 

If moralism is the first point on which the Fascists have agreed to 
join hands with the idealists, the second point of agreement is in the 
definition and interpretation of the term liberty or freedom. At first 
the Fascists were naive enough to admit openly that they were opposed 
to individual liberty on the ground that the granting of any appreciable 
amount of liberty to the individual would make the state dangerously 
weak. Before long, however, they learned from the idealists that it 
was possible to take away liberty in practice and yet pay lip service to 
it in theory. This paradox was made possible by the use of liberty in 
the sense in which it had been used by such men as Kant, T. H. Green, 
and Hegel. It was Kant, it will be remembered, who said that a man 
is truly free only if and when he is obeying the precepts of the moral law. 
It was T. H. Green who elaborated this idea and emphasized the idea 
^f “positive” as opposed to “negative” liberty. To Green a man is 
not free when he is a slave to alcohol, to lust, or to avarice; in other 
words, he is not free when he does “what he likes to do” ; he is free only 
“when he does something worth doing.” Speaking from the same point 
of view. Green further says that a man is truly free only if he is able to 
develop his latent faculties for mental and moral improvement. Hegel 
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carries this idea still further and declares that a man is truly free only 
when he subordinates himself to the will of the state. To Hegel a man 
is free only if he obeys the moral code, and it is the state which tells us 
what the moral code should be. To Hegel a man is free only if his acts 
are in accord with reason, and by reason he means reason “as embodied 
in rational institutions such as the state.** To obey the laws of the state, 
therefore, means merely acting in accord with reason, the inner essence 
of each man. Hence, in obeying or in being forced to obey these laws, 
man becomes free for the first time. 

While Mussolini was still a revolutionary he would have been horrified 
at such a doctrine, but once he and his fellow Fascists had seized power 
and had control of the state, they embraced the idealist theory of free- 
dom with open arms. Mussolini himself gives a milk-and-watery version 
of this theory when he says: 

The Fascist state . . . has curtailed useless or harmful liberties while pre 
serving those which are essential. In such matters the individual cannot 
be the judge, but the state only,^® 

The Hegelian doctrine that the will of the state expresses the real will 
of the individual is paraphrased by Mussolini in the words, “Fascism 
reasserts the rights of the state as expressing the real essence of the in- 
dividual.’’ The Hegelian notion that freedom consists in the develop- 
ment of the higher faculties and capacities of man is paraphrased by 
Rocco as follows: 

There is a Liberal theory of freedom, and there is a Fascist concept of 
Liberty. We, too, maintain the necessity of safeguarding the conditions which 

make for the free development of the individual We do not, however, 

accept a bill of rights which tends to make the individual superior to the state 
and empower him to act in opposition to society. Our concept of liberty is 
that the individual must be allowed to develop his personality in behalf of 
the state.®® 

Needless to say, this general idea receives even clearer expression in 
the writings of Gentile and his disciples who are admittedly Neo- 
Hegelians in addition to being ardent Fascists. To Gentile, 

Liberty is, to be sure, the supreme end and aim of every human life, but in so 
far as personal and social education realizes it by evoking this common will 
[i.e., the true moral will] it presents itself as law and hence as the state. The 

maximum of liberty coincides with the maximum strength of the state 

The state is liberal in fact and not merely verbally if it promotes the develop- 
ment of liberty considered as an ideal to be attained and not as a natural right 
to be guaranteed.®^ 
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The clearest exposition of this whole theory is to be found in the writings 
of Palrnieri. 

Fascism holds that personal liberty is simply a means to the realization of 
a much greater end, namely, the liberty of the Spirit, the last meaning the 
faculty of the human soul of rising above the power of outward circumstances 
and inward needs to devote itself to the cult of those ideas which form the 

true goal of life In the Fascist conception to be free means to be no more 

a slave to one’s own passions, ambitions or desires; means to be free to will 
what is true and good and just . . means, in other words, to realize here in 
this world the true mission of man.®* 

The third point of agreement between the Neo-Hegelians and the 
F'ascists is the emphasis laid upon and the interpretation given to the 
terms spirit and spiritual. Almost all the Fascists proclaim that liber- 
alism has a materialistic basis, while Fascism has a spiritual basis. 
Mussolini tells us that the Fascist concept of life “is a spiritual one, 
arising from the general reaction of the century against the flaccid 
materialistic positivism of the nineteenth century.” Rocco thinks 
that Fascism is unique because alone among political creeds it recognizes 
the fact that 

man is not solely matter and the ends of the human species, far from being 
the materialistic ones we have in common with other animals, are rather and 
predominantly the spiritual finalities which are peculiar to man.®'* 

As usual Palrnieri is even more explicit. 

Man is above, outside and against nature. Man is part and product of 
nature. These two visions of man, like the two poles of Being, set in an- 
tithesis to each other |and, separated by an unbridgeable chasm, represent 
the two contrasting philosophies of our time. Fascist idealism and modern 
materialism.®® 

In reality this talk of spirit and spiritual is based upon the fact that 
so many of the expounders of F'ascism are steeped in the metaphysics 
of Hegel and that those Fascists who are not Hegelians have been willing 
to take over many of the phrases and, in a more or less unconscious way, 
many of the basic doctrines of the Hegelian school. To Hegel, it will be 
remembered, the only ultimate reality in the universe is Geist, that is, 
mind or spirit. Far from mind being a product of matter, in reality 
matter is a product of or at least a partial and one-sided embodiment or 
manifestation of mind. The Hegelian philosophy does not deny the 
existence of the external objective world, but it insists that this world 
is essentially mental or spiritual or ideal in character and is merely one 
phase of a greater reality. In like manner, all human souls or minds 
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are really parts of one great mind or soul, the Universal Spirit — the 
individual mind being only a transient modification of the Absolute, 
“as evanescent and unsubstantial as the passing waves of the ocean.” 

Going still further Hegel asserted that there is an everlasting evolution 
or development taking place within tliis one ultimate reality, the Uni- 
versal Spirit, and that the universe, visible and invisible, is but a part 
of the eternal self-unfolding of this spirit. At a very early stage spirit 
embodies or reveals itself in the form of seemingly inert matter, then 
in the form of organic life, and finally as man. But though physical 
evolution reached its goal in the emergence of mankind, the process of 
spiritual evolution, the continued “unfolding of spirit,” is not yet 
completed. The further development or manifestation of spirit is seen 
in the creation of human institutions, the family, society, and finally 
the state. Each of these institutions must be regarded as ever more 
perfect embodiments or incarnations of the spirit. Each nation has a 
Volksgeist^ a spirit of its own, which is a concrete reality and not merely 
a metaphor, although, of course, all these national spirits arc mereh’ 
facets of the one Universal vSpirit. The state is “the Divine Idea as it 
exists on earth.” The ultimate actualization or realization of the spirit 
“is to be found in the state, in its laws, in its universal and rational ar 
rangements.” “The state is the march of God [i.e., the Spirit] in the 
world.” “The state is the divine will as a present spirit, which unfoldr 
itself in the actual shape of an organized world.” 

It is highly doubtful if Mussolini really believes in the absolute truth 
or validity of the Hegelian philosophy. It is possible that he accepts 
some form of it as a useful working hypothesis. It is certain that he 
believes it to be a valuable weapon in converting the Italian people to 
devote themselves to the service of the Eascist state. Eor this reason 
it is not surprising to find him making use of terms which are borrowed 
directly from the Hegelian jargon, as when he says: 

The state as conceived and realized by Fascism is a spiritual and ethical 
entity ... an organization which in its origin and growth is a manifestation 
of the Spirit. The state . . . transmits the Spirit of the People etc.®® 

But if Mussolini is only a pragmatist who occasionally likes to pose as 
an idealist, there can be no doubt that Neo-Hegelianism finds sincere 
and ardent support among many of his followers and has become at 
least the semi-official basis for the Fascist theory of the state. Palmieri 
tells us that in “the philosophy of Fascist thinkers. . . Reality cannot 
be apprehended until it is transformed into pure Thought. . . . No aspect 
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of Reality can partake of the truth which is outside of Thought/' 

In other words, with the Fascists, as with Hegel, the only ultimate reality 
is thought, or mind, or spnrit. Nature, as distinguished from spirit, is 
a mere figment of the mind. With the Fascists, as with Hegel, the 
spirit, the only ultimate reality, is not something eternally quiescent or 
changeless, but constantly develops, unfolds itself; the history of the 
world is the story of this unfoldment or self-realization of the spirit. 
As Gentile puts it: 

Reality is Spirit, and Spirit never 1*5, but is always coming to be; not some- 
thing given, hut a free activity. That is what distinguishes it from nature, 
and such being its essence. Spirit, which is identical with Reality, is history or 
the process of self-realization.®® 

With the Fascist Gentile, as with Hegel, spirit is not to be identified 
with the separate, individual human minds, for these are unreal ab- 
stractions or rather momentary phases in the development of the Uni- 
versal Sp)irit, which we may also call the ‘‘one Universal Person . . . the 
one man in which all individuals are united and with whom they are 
all identified." With the Fascists, as with Hegel, sp^irit, the one Uni- 
versal Person, is identified with the state, or at least the state is regarded 
as the final, most perfect embodiment of the spirit. The state is declared 
to be “a soul, a person, a potent will conscious of its ends and vastly 
superior to individuals." With Gentile, as with Hegel, the real will 
of the individual is idtuitified with the will of the state. 

Ill the way of conclusions, then, it may be said that I, as a citizen, have a 
will of my own, but that upon further investigation my will is found to coin- 
cide exactly with the will of the state, and I want anything only in so far as 
the state wants me to want it."^® 

Palmieri is trying to express the same general idea when he says, 

Fascism maintains that the meaning of life is found only in the realization 
of a full life of the S^iirit; that this realization, in turn, is achieved only when 
the individuars spiritual needs, aspirations and longings are rooted, inte- 
grated and nurtured in the family, the church, the nation, and the state; that 
these institutions, forming the framework of all life of the Spirit, enjoy in turn 
an existence of their own; timeless and absolute, whose essence partakes ol 
the Spirit itself, and is not contingent upon the will and the actions of man.^’ 

The doctrines of the idealist wing of the Fascist Party are obviously 
only a paraphrase of the doctrines of Hegel. It is equally obvious that 
they are in opposition to the doctrines, both philosophical and theologi- 
cal, of the Roman Catholic Church. For thjs reason it is surprising that 
it was the idealists who were most active in bringing about the liaison 
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between the Italian state and the papacy. It was in fact Gentile, the 
high spirit of idealism, who introduced the^ compulsory teaching cf 
Catholicism in the public schools. This seeming paradox is accounted 
for by the fact that the idealists have their own way of dealing with 
Catholic dogmas. This way is well expressed by Giuliano, one of 
Gentile's close associates: 

If wa want to teach children religion, we must teach them a real and genuine 
religion, with its mythology, with its mythical personifications, and with its 
dogmatic commandments. ... To restore to the people a sense of the sacred- 
ness of life, we must have patience and return to our Christian tradition. . . . 
Though Christianity at a particular state in its development has wrapped 
itself in a rigid theology, it does not cease to represent, to be sure in the form 
of myths, the essential revelation of the reality of the spirit. . . . We can and 
must go beyond the limits of Catholic orthodoxy, but we can not remain 
absolutely indifferent to a faith and an institution that represents the central 
nucleus of our national tradition.” 

FASCISM AND ETATISM 

After our long survey of the intellectual background of Fascism, the 
connection between Fascism and such doctrines as Social Darwinism, 
irrationalism, traditionalism, and idealism, we are now in a position to 
examine more closely the more concrete evidences of Fascist thought, 
more especially what Fascism has to say regarding etatism and authori- 
tarianism. 

There can be no doubt that Fascism is now thoroughly and absolutely 
etatist, but there can also be no doubt that Fascism adopted radical 
etatism only after having played for some little time with individu- 
alism. Mussolini started in life as a syndicalist, whose creed was that 
economic and political power should rest with the local syndicates or 
trade unions rather than with a strong central government. For many 
years Mussolini maintained this general attitude even after he had finally 
abandoned syndicalism and had founded the Fascist Party. In 1920 
we find him writing in his newspaper an article attacking the daylight 
saving bill and making this bill an issue on which to attack the whole 
principle of etatism. 

I, too, am against the daylight saving bill because it represents another 
form of state intervention and coercion. The state with its enormous bureauc- 
racy induces a feeling of suffocation. The State was tolerable to the individual 
as long as it contented itself with being soldier and policeman, but today the 
state is everything; banker, money lender, gambler, sailor, procurer, insurance 
agent, postman, railway official, impressario, manufacturer, school master, 
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professor, tobacconist, and a great number of other things, besides being as 
always policeman, judge, jailer, and tax collector. The state — this Moloch 
of fearsome aspect — does everything, controls everything, and sends every- 
thing to perdition. Every state undertaking is a calamity. State art, state 
schools, state postal services, state shipping, state trading, alike are disastrous 
— the litany could go on to infinity. The future prospects are terrifying. . . . 
We are approaching the complete destruction of human personality. The 
state is the gigantic machine which swallows living men and casts them forth 
as dead ciphers. . . . The great curse which fell on the human race in the misty 
beginnings of its history and has pursued it through the centuries has been 
td build up the state and to be perpetually crushed by the state. 

As the months went by Muvssolini lost much of his hatred of the state. 
He began to preach that law, order, discipline, must be maintained, 
and he became convinced that law, order, and discipline could be based 
only upon a strong authoritarian state. Even so his conversion to 
thoroughgoing etatism was slow and gradual. For some years after 
1920 he was much influenced in his political theorizing by Alberto de 
Stefani, a professor of economics, and later Mussolini's first Minister of 
Finance. De Stefani grew up steeped in the economic individualism, 
the doctrine of laissez faire, preached by Adam Smith and Ricardo. In 
later life he was deeply impressed by Pareto. Guided by Pareto, De 
Stefani accepted authoritarianism as opposed to democracy and taught 
that governmental control should rest in the hands of a strong, vigorous 
aristocracy, which should be ruthless in putting down disorders caused 
by the turbulent masses. But De Stefani, like Pareto, retained a large 
portion of the old individualist creed. He believed that whereas the 
government should be strong, forceful, and if necessary, brutal, yet the 
functions of government should be comparatively few in number. 
De Stefani was opposed to governmental control or operation of any 
commercial or industrial enterprise (such as the railroads). He was in 
favor of free trade in theory and a low tariff in practice. He was op- 
posed to any governmental attempt to control or regulate private in- 
dustry. He was opposed to any elaborate program of public works ; he 
was in favor of a frugal government and a balanced budget. He was op- 
posed to the heavy taxation of private wealth on the ground that such 
taxation was motivated by .socialist prejudices and was basically un- 
sound from the point of view of pure economics. 

The basic individualism of De Stefani 's political creed is clear from 
his numerous speeches in Parliament and from his official acts during 
the period (1922-T925) he served as Minister of Finance. In one of 
his speeches he tells us; 
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There have always existed two opposed conceptions of history: the individu- 
alistic and heroic conception of our Latin race, and the socialistic gregarian 
conception which is Teutonic and characteristic of current socialism. . . . 
Solidly opposed to socialism stands the individualistic conception that we 
have inherited from liberalism, from our forefathers of the Ruorgimento . . . . 
The historical function of Fascism is very clear today and does not lend it- 
self to equivocation: Fascism is an aristocratic and individualist movement.^^ 

De Stefani's official acts, in which he was supported by Mussolini, were 
consistent with this philosophy. He dismissed thousands of unnecessary 
governmental employees. By rigid economies he balanced the budget 
and reduced the national debt. Protective tariffs were lowered in some 
instances and abolished in several others. Government protection and 
subsidies for cooperatives were withdrawn. Instead of undertaking 
extensive public works, De Stefani turned over the funds available for 
such purposes to private concerns. An attempt was made to eliminate 
government monopolies. Telephones were actually turned over to 
private companies, and schemes were drawn up whereby telegraph, 
railroads, and even the post offices were eventually to undergo a similar 
fate. De Stefani did, indeed, officially encourage private capitalists to 
undertake certain industrial and agricultural enterprises, but as far as 
possible such enterprises were free from all governmental control and 
regulation. 

Needless to say, De Stefani ’s economic policies met with warm ap- 
proval among most successful business men and industrialists both in 
Italy and abroad. While his policies were still in operation many good 
citizens of the United States were heard to say, “What this country needs 
is a Mussolini,” unaware that what they should have said was, “What 
this country needs is a De Stefani.” In 1925, however, and in the 
years which followed, the industrialists, especially the Italian industrial- 
ists, met with a rude shock. The Fascist Party, as we know, derived a 
good deal of its support from the lower middle classes, and persons of 
this ilk were as frightened of capitalistic and industrial dictatorship as 
they were of the dictatorship of the great unwashed. To this group 
economic liberalism, the unfettered, uncontrolled march of capitalism, 
seemed to spell the ruin of “the little man” in business. As a result 
many of the Fascist leaders were opposed to De Stefani and to the whole 
of his political and economic philosophy. Just at the time when op- 
position from this source was coming to a head, some of the leading 
bankers were unwise enough to quarrel with De Stefani over certain 
details of financial administration. In 1925 De Stefani was forced to 
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resign. His successors were far less wedded to the principles of individu- 
alism and laissez faire, and as time went on economic conditions forced 
them gradually to embark upon a vigorous policy of slate interference 
in and control of all manner of commercial and industrial enterprises. 
The economic turmoil following the stabilization of the lira in the later 
twenties, the consequences of the world-wide depression which began 
to be felt in Italy in the early thirties, the financial and industrial ad- 
justments made necessary because of the sanctions imposed by the 
League of Nations in 1935, all served as excuses justifying the increased 
state interference with the normal workings of Italian economic life. 

What began as pure opportunism - — the manifest need for the state 
interference in one or two specific cases — soon led to the development 
of an elaborate political dogma, the sum and substance of which was 
that it is always necessary for the state to guide and control the economic 
activity of all of its citizens. Before long, Mussolini, who had supported 
De Stefani for many years, was saying, FavSeism is definitely and abso- 
lutely ofiposed to the doctrines of Liberalism both in the political and 
economic sphere.” We now find that Fascism is opposed both to social- 
ism and to laissez faire individualism. In opposition to socialism, Fas- 
cism stresvses the need for private property and individual initiative. The 
Charter of Labor (composed in 1927, and regarded as the Magna Charta 
of Fascism) proclaims that Fascism '‘considers private enterprise in the 
domain of production to be the most efficient method and the most 
advantageous to the interests of the nation.” Rocco tells us that 
socialism is and always will be a failure because 

it does not take into account human nature. ... It will not recognize that 
the most powerful spring of human activities lies in individual self-interest 
and that therefore the elimination from the economic field of this interest 
results in complete paralysis. . . . Socialism committed an irreparable error 
when it made of private property a matter of justice while in truth it is a 
problern of social utility. 

But while Fascism thus dismisses socialism as an idle and cata- 
strophic dream, it also dismisvses as absurd the old liberal dogma ex- 
pounded by Locke that man has a natural, innate right to property, 
that property rights existed prior to and independently of the state, that 
the state has no right to control or regulate what a man does with his 
property, but merely has the duty of protecting existing property rights 
against criminal attacks. According to the Fascists, men have no 
"natural” rights whatsoever, certainly no natural rights to property. 
Any property rights which exist are derived from and granted by the 
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State. What the state grants, it may also take away. The state has a 
perfect right to confiscate all property and inaugurate a communist 
regime. But it does not, and should not do so, for purely pragmatic 
reasons. Normally people work better and produce more when they 
are stimulated by the profit motive. The state is better off when its 
inhabitants thus work better and produce more. Hence under normal 
conditions the state, looking to its own advantage, should maintain 
private enterprise. Under certain conditions, however, when the state 
sees that its own advantage lies in interference with private property, 
it should not hesitate to intervene. As Rocco remarks, “ the recognition 
of individual property rights, then, is a part of Fascist doctrine, not 
because of its individual bearing, but because of its social utility.’* 

In other terms, Fascists make of the individual an economic instrument for 
the advancement of society, an instrument which they use as it functions and 
which they subordinate when no longer serviceable. In this guise Fascism 
solves the eternal problem of economic freedom and of state interference, 
considering both as mere methods which may or may not be employed in 
accordance with the needs of the moment. 

For this reason the Fascists proclaim that the state must intervene 
in economic production 

when private enterprise fails or is insufficient or when the political interests 
of the state are involved. Such intervention may take the form of control, 
encouragement, or direct management.^o [A state so conceived] introduces 
order in the economic field. If there be one phenomenon which requires reg- 
ulating and which should be directed towards certain fixed objectives, it is 
precisely the economic phenomena, for they concern the whole nation. Not 
only must industrial economy be regulated, but agricultural economy, com- 
mercial economy, banking and even artisan activities.®^ Work in all its forms 
intellectual, technical, or manual — whether organization or execution, is 
a social duty. And for this reason ... it is regulated by the state. “ 

The notion that the state should supervise all phases of economic 
life is no idle theory. Since the fall of De Stefani it has been increasingly 
witnessed in Fascist practice. Strikes and lockouts have been pro- 
hibited by law; in cases of industrial disputes both employers and em- 
ployees are forced to accept the decisions of a state-controlled labor 
court. Again and again the state has arbitrarily stepped in and deter- 
mined how many hours a man shall work in a certain industry and how 
much he shall be paid for his work. On several occasions the state has 
arbitrarily fixed prices, both wholesale and retail. On several occasions 
the state has told private enterprise what it may and may not import 
and export. On several occasions it has told farmers what they may 
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and may not grow on their land. In most cases private industrialists 
may not enlarge their plants or materially increase or decrease their 
yearly output without the permission of a government-controlled organ. 
In several instances competing firms have been forced to amalgamate 
on the ground that in this way the national interests can be better 
served. Small wonder that Mussolini, for all his opposition to orthodox 
socialism, openly boasts that “we have bitted and bridled capitalism,” 
and not capitalism only, but also the economic activity of the whole 
mass of the proletariat. 

Having thrown economic individualism to the winds, Fascism, deter- 
mined to go on with the good work, crushes all other forms of individu- 
alism and individualistic activity. Not only the economic but also the 
social, cultural, intellectual, and even the athletic activity of its citizens 
were in the course of a few years subjected to the control and regulation 
of the Fascist state. In liberal countries we are accustomed to think 
that the state and politics represent only one phase and not an all- 
important phase in the total life of the average citizen. To the liberals, 
at least to the old-fashioned liberals, the chief purpose of the state is to 
keep out alien invaders and to maintain law and order inside its terri- 
tory, As long as a citizen refrains from committing a crime and pays 
sufficient taxes to pay his share for the upkeep of the army, the police 
force, and a few administrative officials, he need not concern himself 
with purely political matters. He may be interested in culture and go 
to museums, art institutes, and operas, but this does not bring him into 
contact with the state, as in America most such institutions are privately 
endowed and privately run. He may be interested in sport and go to 
baseball games or football matches, join an athletic or a golf club, but 
with such matters the state has nothing to do. He may be interested 
in the drama and go to the movies or to plays, or he may join an amateur 
dramatic society, but with these activities, again, the state has nothing 
to do. He may be interested in social welfare work and take an active 
part in the Boy Scouts, the Y.M.C.A., social settlements, adult educa- 
tion movements without coming into contact with state officials. If he 
is interested in social intercourse with his fellow citizens, he may join 
one of a hundred clubs or fraternal organizations; he may become a 
Rotarian, an Elk, or a Freemason without asking permission of the state. 
The newspapers, the magazines, the books he reads fall under govern- 
ment censorship only if they are criminally libelous or obscene. In 
America, at least, the great news agencies, such as the Associated Press 
and the United Press, the radio chains, such as the N.B.C. and the 
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C.B.S., are private enterprises. In America the vast majority of the 
colleges and universities are private institutions; the numerous scientific 
and learned institutions have no connection with the government. 

To the Fascists since 1925, such a condition is appalling. It is evi- 
deuce that our civilization is “atomistic” and “materialistic.” Accord- 
ing to the Fascist creed the state “is an organic whole, having life, pur- 
poses, and means of action superior in power and duration to those of 
the individual citizens, single or associated, of which it is composed.” 
As Rocco remarks: 

since the state must realize its own ends, which are superior to those of the 
individual, it must also have superior and more powerful resources. The 
force of the state must exceed every other force; that is to say, the state must 
be absolutely sovereign and must dominate all the existing forces in the coun- 
try, co-ordinate them, solidify them and direct them to the ends of national 
life. . . . Unlike the Liberal-democratic state, the Fascist state can never 
consent that social forces should be left to themselves. ... It is not only in the 
economic field that this state action operates. According to Fascism’s all- 
embracing ideal the state must preside over and direct national activity in 
every field. No organization . . . can remain outside the state. Fascism is 
therefore near the people; it has educated them politically and morally and 
has organized them not only from the professional and economic point ol 
view but also from the military, cultural, educational and recreative point 
of view.®^ 

Mussolini gives support to this position when he says: 

Anti-individualistic, the Fascist conception of life stresses the importance 
of the state and accepts the individual only in so far as his interests coincide 
with the state, which stands for the conscience and the Universal Will of 
man as an historic entity. . . . The Fascist conception of the state is all- 
embracing; outside of it no human or s[)iritual values can exist, much less 
have value. Thus understood. Fascism is totalitarian and the Fascist state 
. . . interprets, develops, and potentiates the whole life of a people. No 
individuals or groups (political parties, cultural associations, economic unions, 
social classes) exist outside the state. . . . The P'avScist state. . . sums up the 
manifestations of the moral and intellectual life of man.®^ 

This whole attitude is expressed in the Fascist war cry, “All is in the state 
and for the state; nothing outside the state, nothing against the state.” 

Fascism has already gone a long way toward transforming its theo- 
retical totalitarianism into concrete reality. The Balilla (or Cub Scouts), 
the Avangnardisti (or Boy Scouts) have been formed and are still 
rigidly controlled by the Fascist Party acting in the name of the state. 
The state has always played an important role in Italian educational 
life, but state regulation in this field has become even more stringent 
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since the rise of the Fascist regime. The vast majority of the .schools 
of all grades are directly operated by the state; the private schools which 
still exist are subject to minute control both as to organization and cur 
riculum. In all schools, whether public or private, all pupils must be 
taught that the supreme object in life is devotion and submission to 
the state. All primary schools are forced to use textbooks which are 
especially prepared and published by the state. Secondary schools are 
somewhat more free in this respect, but even they must choose their 
texts from a limited list especially approved by the Ministry of National 
Education. Mussolini has also seen to it that the universities are com- 
pletely dominated by the Fascist ideology, including its worship of the 
state. In order to receive an appointment in any of the universities it 
is necessary to be a member of the Fascist Party and in addition to swear 
''to exercise the office of teacher . . . with the purpose of forming citizens 
industrious, honest, and devoted to the Fatherland and the F^ascist 
regime.” F'rofessors are state servants and are fippointed and dis- 
missed by the Minister of Education; this official sees to it that all pro- 
fessorial lectures lead to the glorification of the state. A professor, 
writing on the principles of economics, is required to show that the old 
individualistic economics has been rightfully supplanted by the new 
“corporative,” i.e., state-controlled economics. Much of the social life 
of the students in the universities is centered around the Union of 
University Fascists, a'government-controlled organization. 

Practically all scientific and art museums are operated by the state, 
and in such institutions great emphasis is given to those exhibits which 
display the national glories of Italy, especially of F'ascist Italy. In 
order that the cultural and intellectual life of the country may be more 
completely moulded and guided, the F'ascists have established two new 
institutions, the Italian Royal Academy and the National Fascist 
Institute of Culture. The Academy has as its purpose to promote and 
to. control scholarship and scientific research throughout Italy. It was 
founded in response to the 

need for an organ fit to represent all the intellectual activities of the country 

and to co-ordinate them all The concept took root and gained in consistency 

that the state, just as it has intervened in economic life and in the relations 
between the various categories of producers, could and should intervene more 

effectively in the field of culture In promoting its foundation the Head of 

the Government (i.e. Mussolini) was fully conscious of the necessity of... 
giving, through the medium of the high council of scientists, men of letters, 
and artists, some guidance to the spiritual forces of the nation ... of preserv- 
ing the national character in its purity and favoring its expansion and in- 
fluence beyond the national boundaries. 
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The motto of the Academy is “not science for the sake of science and 
art for art's sake; but science and art together consciously, intentionally 
and directly working for the progress of the nation." With this end 
in view the Royal Academy affords official recognition, gives prizes, 
and grants subsidies to those enterprises which tend to promote the 
intellectual development of the Fascist state. In point of fact the 
Royal Academy has frequently served to aid in the spread of Fascist 
propaganda. 

Even more important in this respect is the National Fascist Institute 
of Culture, which controls and coordinates the activities of the numerous 
local institutes of culture scattered throughout the country. While 
the Royal Academy supposedly specializes in the higher realm of scien- 
tific research, the National Fascist Institute of Culture aims at the pro- 
motion and spread of Fascist culture among the people of Italy. Its 
purpose, therefore, is to foster an interest in “culture" among the 
masses and to see to it that in acquiring culture the masses also acquire 
a Fascist culture. With this end in view the Institute publishes a 
magazine and numerous books and arranges for a large number of lec- 
tures on art, music, etc., before various types of audiences. In reality, 
as Finer points out, these books and lectures 

> represent one more stage in the inculcation of a uniform set of values in 

citizens throughout the kingdom In some of the meetings there is simply 

a regurgitation of the Duce’s latest speech, together with a tame commentary 
by a tamed lecturer.®* 

The control of the state over the intellectual life of its citizens is 
enormously aided by the laws governing the publication of newspapers, 
magazines, and books. Censorship laws, rigidly and ruthlessly carried 
out, have suppressed all newspapers and magazines which were antag- 
onistic to Fascism and the Fascist attitude towards the state. A large 
number of the still-existing periodicals are either directly owned by 
various Fascist institutions or by prominent Fascist leaders. Those 
which are still “independent" are made subservient to the state in a 
number of different ways. One such method is the law whereby no one 
may practice journalism unless he is a member of the Professional Roll 
of Journalists, admission to which requires certain educational require- 
ments and proof of “good moral and political standing. In point of 
fact the state control over the press is not only negative, but also posi- 
tive; not only does the state prevent the publication of news or opinions 
which are considered deleterious; it can also force the publications of 
news items or editorials which it considers useful. Thus, for example, 
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on one occasion the press was ordered to '‘make sympathetic comment 
on the rebirth of the military spirit in Germany,*' and on another “pub- 
lish the news about the increase in unemployment in England in striking 
style.** Government control of the press is aided by the fact that the 
Stefani News Agency, corresponding to the Associated Press and United 
Press in America, is immediately subject to the orders of state officials. 
What is true of newspapers and magazines is also true of books. No 
books are permitted to be published which are considered “contrary to 
the national interest’* and at the same time the state directly or in- 
directly sponsors the publication of a large number of books expressing 
ideas which the government wishes to have expressed. Of great im- 
portance is the fact that the state has established complete control over 
the radio and cinema industries. Only those radio programs and those 
moving pictures are permitted which fit in with the state's cultural 
program, and in addition there are numerous radio addresses and 
“news'* reels prepared by and on behalf of the state. 

Even the social life of the Italians is carefully supervised. Masonic 
lodges and other secret or semi-secret societies are prohibited by law. 
No economic association can exist except under official recognition and 
control. All other associations and institutions, including those purely 
social in character, must furnish the government full information regard- 
ing themselves, their objects, and their members, and at any moment 
they may be dissolved by government decree. All public meetings, 
including those devoted to charity, to sports, to science, or to the com- 
memoration of some person or event, can be held only after obtaining 
the permission of the government. Not content with these negative 
measures the state is trying, very successfully, to direct most Italian 
social life into channels which are directly controlled and supervised by 
governmental agencies. The most important unit created with this 
end in view is the Opera nazionale DopolavorOj or the National Leisure 
Time Organization, which is a state-controlled federation of thousands 
of sporting, educational, and artistic groups. It is the purpose of this 
organization to promote athletic events of all sorts, to foster amateur 
dramatic and musical enterprises, to arrange educational and recrea- 
tional tours, all under the direct supervision of the government or its 
agent the Fascist Party. It is indeed the announced intention of the 
Fascist government to keep its subjects so busy with social enterprises 
instituted and operated by the state that they have no time for privately 
established organizations. 

One of the most important features in the totalitarian state envisioned 
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by Mussolini is its attempt to dominate, not only the outward and 
physical, but also the inward or moral, life of its citizens. In the old 
liberal state it was thought that the formulation of a moral code and 
its enforcement upon the citizenry lay outside the functions of the 
government. To the liberal, the state had, indeed, the duty of main- 
taining law and of punishing crime; but as long as a man committed no 
crime and as long as he did not interfere with the rights of, or inflict 
damage upon, others, the state should not be concerned with his private 
morals, or even with the moral code upon which his actions were based.- 
In marked contrast with this liberal attitude is the Fascist declaration 
that control over morals, as well as over law, lies within the domain of 
the state. To the Fascists it is not for the individuals or for the church 
to lay down the standard of what is right and what is wrong; it is the 
state which must make this standard, and making due allowance for the 
frailties of human nature, it is the duty of the state to see that this 
standard is carried out in everyday life. In accordance with this at- 
titude we find Mussolini stating that though the state has no theology, it 
does possess a moral code.^^ This same attitude is voiced by Rocco 
when he says that the Fascist state has its own morality, which it must 
defend and which it must instill into the people. 

It is this attitude towards morals which has brought the Fascist 
movement into sharp opposition with the pope and the Catholic Church. 
Orthodox Catholicism teaches that the church must be supreme not 
only in matters of faith but also in matters of morals. According to 
Catholic belief it is for the church to reveal the eternal laws of right and 
wrong, which are the same for all peoples and for all nations. Mussolini 
and his fellow F'ascists have been willing to grant the Catholic Church 
many favors. They have given the pope juridical independence. They 
have had the Fascist banners blessed by bishops and have placed cru- 
cifixes in every school room, but on the all-important question of morals 
they have remained adamant. Mussolini’s feelings on this matter are 
very clear when he proclaims: 

Let no one think of denying the moral character of Fascism. . . . What 
would the state be if it did not possess a spirit of its own and a morality of its 
own? . . . The Fascist state claims its ethical character. It is Catholic, but 
above all it is Fascist, in fact it is exclusively and essentially Fascist. Cathol- 
icism completes Fascism, and this we openly declare, but let no one think that 
they [i.e. the Catholics] can turn the tables on us under cover of metaphysics 
or philosophy.®^ 

By way of summary we may say that after some preliminary hesita- 
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tion between individualism and etatism, the Fascists have definitely 
committed themselves to wholehearted support of etatism in a form 
so radical that we may call it totalitarian etatism. As the Fascists 
themselves point out, it is this phase of their political philosophy which 
distinguishes Fascism most sharply from liberalism. . 

For Liberalism, society has no life distinct from the life of the individuals. 
For Fascism the life of society overlaps the existence of individuals and 
projects itself into the succeeding generations for centuries and .millennia. . . . 
For Liberalism the individual is the end and society the means. . . . For 
Fascism, society is the end, individuals the means, and its whole life consists^ 
of using individuals as instruments for its social ends."^ 

I 

Curiously enough, the FascivSts also insist that it is their fundamental 
etatism which distinguishes Fascism from classical socialism. To the 
Fascist, orthodox socialism is really based upon an individualistic phi- 
losophy. The socialist state is essentially interested in the comfort and 
welfare of its individual citizens. To secure this welfare, and for this 
reason only, it takes over and operates the means of production. To 
the Fascist, the welfare of the state is of greater importance than the 
welfare of the individual citizens; and if the state is benefited by having 
some of its citizens rich, some poor, some employers, others employees, 
it is the sacred duty of these citizens to give up their demands for 
economic equality and accept economic inequality and state-regulated 
capitalism, or whatever form of economic operation the state, for its 
own benefit, finds it useful to establish. 

FASCISM AND AUTHORITARIANISM 

Having examined the etatist phase of Fascism, we may now turn to 
a discussion of its other principal feature, authoritarianism. Here too 
we find that Fascism in its earlier stages pursued a rather vacillating 
course, sometimes appearing to favor democracy, and at other times 
authoritarianism. The original (1919) program of the Fascist Party 
was decidedly democratic in tone. At this time the Fascists were in 
favor of a republic as opposed to a monarchy. They wished to abolish 
the Senate, membership in which was appointive, and concentrate 
power in the Chamber of Deputies, to be elected by universal manhood 
suffrage. It is .highly probable, however, that much of this program 
was put forward for propaganda purposes and was not wholeheartedly 
accepted by the Fascist leaders. A year or two later, even before the 
march on Rome, Mussolini had departed from this position, and openly 
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declared himself to be “ anti -democratic and anti-parliamentary/' 
After coming to power he has preserved the monarchy and the Senate, 
which he formerly attacked, has abolished the Chamber of Deputies, 
which he formerly defended, and far from extending the suffrage, has 
completely done away with the electoral machinery. 

The shift from democracy to authoritarianism is, however, intelligible 
in view of Mussolini’s early background and subsequent career. Even 
in the early days, when Mussolini was a socialist and claimed to be a 
spokesman for the masses, he was skeptical both of democracy in general 
and of parliamentary government in particular, though he was usually 
careful to guard his statements on such matters lest he make too many 
enemies among his own followers. At this time Mussolini’s politicaj 
philosophy was essentially that of Sorel: everything for the masses, for 
the proletariat, but the masses must be led, nay rigidly controlled, by a 
small group of elite from their midst. Moreover, what is wanted is 
action and not talk, and as parliamentary government is essentially 
government by talk — down with parliament! For all his vacillations 
on matters of detail Mussolini’s fundamental philosophy has not greatly 
changed since this early period save that now his motto is. Everything 
for the nation as a whole, rather than. Everything for the proletariat. 

In arguing against democracy the Fascists make use of two main 
theses. One is that authoritarianism is better than democracy; that 
it is better for the wise few to govern than for the foolish many to at- 
tempt to do so — essentially the same type of argument as that used by 
Carlyle. The other thesis is that really democratic rule is impossible, 
that even in so-called democratic states effective control lies with a 
small minority of wire-pullers, plutocrats, and demagogues. Such 
being the case, minority rule is inevitable, and it is better that the state 
be openly ruled by a good minority, such as the Fascist leaders, rather 
than by a bad minority, such as every pseudo-democratic regime en- 
genders. This thesis is only a variation of the ideas put forward by 
Pareto. 

It is this second thesis, the idea that democracy is impossible of 
achievement, which dominates Mussolini’s mind when he says that 
Fascism 

trains its gims on the whole block of democratic ideologies and rejects both 

their premises and their practical applications Fascism denies that 

numbers as such can be the determining factor in human society, it denies the 
right of numbers to govern by means of periodic consultations; it asserts the 
irremediable and fertile and beneficent inequality of man, who can not be 
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levelled by any such mechanical and extrinsic device as universal suffrage 
Democratic regimes may be described as those under which the people are, 
from time to time, deluded into the belief that they exercise sovereignty, 
while all the time real sovereignty resides in and is exercised by other and 
sometimes irresponsible and secret forces. Democracy is a kingless regime 
infested by many kings, who are sometimes more exclusive, tyrannical, and 
destructive than one, even though he be a tyrant.®^ 

The other thesis, the idea that authoritarianism should be adopted 
because it is better than democracy, is voiced by Mussolini when he 
says: 

AU\^ the principal adjective of democracy. ... It is time to say: A few and 
chosen. Democratic equalitarianism, anonymous and grey, which forbad 

all color and flattened every personality, is about to die Once there were 

courtiers who burned incense before the kings and the popes; now there is a 

new breed which burns incense, without sincerity, before the proletariat 

These [members of the proletariat] do not know even how to control their 

own families. We are different We do not exclude the possibility that 

the proletariat may be capable of using its present forces for other ends, but 
we say that before it tries to govern the nation it must learn to govern itself, 
must make itself worthy, technically, and still more, morally, because govern- 
ment is a tremendously difficult and complicated task.®^ 

This idea is expressed even more clearly by Rocco: 

Democracy turns over the government of the state to the multitudes of 
living men that they may use it to further their own ends. Fascism insists 
that the government be entrusted to men capable of rising above their own 
private interests and of realizing the aspirations of the social collectivity, 
considered in its unity and in its relation to the past and the future. Fascism 
therefore . . . proclaims that the great mass of citizens is not a suitable advo- 
cate of social interests for the reason that the capacity to ignore private in- 
dividual interests in favor of the higher demands of society and of history 
is a very rare gift and the privilege of a chosen few.®^ 

In rejecting democracy and accepting authoritarianism the Fascists 
have thrown overboard many of the old ideas and postulates which 
were so dear to the classical liberals. Thus, for example, the liberals 
asserted that “government must rest upon the consent of the gov- 
erned. “ With Gumplowicz, the Fascists declare that state and gov- 
ernment have nearly always originated in conquest and not in voluntary 
compact and that in their maintenance force is even more important 
than consent. Thus we find Mussolini saying: 

A government that was based exclusively on the consent of the people and 
renounced any and every use of force . . . never was and never will be; consent 
is as changeable as the formations in the sands of the seashore. We can not 
have it always. Nor can it ever be total. . . . Whatever solution you happen to 
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give to any problem whatsoever, even though you share the Divine wisdom, 

you would inevitably create a class of malcontents How are you going 

to avoid that this discontent spread and constitute a danger for the solidarity 
of the State? You avoid it with force: by bringing a maximum of force to 
bear, by employing this force inexorably whenever it is rendered necessary. 
Rob any government of force and leave it only with its immortal principles, 
and that government will be at the mercy of the first group that is organized 
and intent on overthrowing it. Now Fascism throws these lifeless theories on 
the dump heap. When a group or a party is in power it has the obligation 
of fortifying itself and defending itself against all.®® 

Palmieri expresses the same doctrine in somewhat more idealistic 
terms. 

Gone forever is the time when it was possible to find a way to the heart of 
man through his devotion to higher things than his personal affairs; gone 
is the time when it was possible to appeal to the mystic side of his nature 

through a religious commandment Ail that remains is an appeal to force, 

to compulsion, intellectual as well as physical; an appeal to what lies outside 
of man, to what he fears and with what he must of necessity abide. Such a 
forceful appeal is made at present by Fascism, which, compelling the elder and 
educating the younger, is vslowly but surely bringing the Italian people to a 
comprehension of the worth, the beauty, and the significance of the National 
Ideal.®^ 

Another liberal slogan that has been swept aside by the Fascists is 
that “ultimate sovereignty must rest with the people; and that all rulers 
and magistrates derive their authority by delegation from the people.” 
According to the Fascists, sovereignty, or ultimate control over the life 
and fortunes of the citizens of the state, rests not with the mass of 
citizens but with the state itself, or as Rocco puts it: 

Democracy vests sovereignty in the people, that is to say in the mass of 
human beings. Fascism discovers sovereignty to be inherent in society when 
it is juridically organized as a stale. . . . Fascism rejects the dogma of popular 
sovereignty and substitutes for it that of state sovereignty.®® 

According to the Fascist theory ultimate power resides in the state itself, 
and is reprevSented and embodied in the king (in name) or in Mussolini 
as “head of the government” (in reality). All other magistrates and 
officials acquire their power, by delegation to be sure, but by delega- 
tion not from the people but from the king and from the head of the 
government. As Palmieri puts it: 

We find ‘that the highest achievement of the Fascist reform consists in 
having shorn the People of all power, and in having conferred this upon a cen- 
tral organ which in turn delegates its authority to secondary and derivative 
organs of control and direction of the national life. The true essence of the 
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Fascist constitution of the state lies thus with the derivation of authority 
from above rather than from below, from the king rather than from the 
people.®® 

It is on the basis that ''all power must be delegated from above and 
not from below" that Fascism has abolished even the pretense of local 
self-government. Not only are all the prefects, or governors of the 
provinces, appointed and dismissed by the head of the government, 
speaking for the king, but the same is true of all the podeste, or mayors 
of the communes, the basic units of local government. In fact every 
single official in the Italian administrative hierarchy from the highest 
to the lowest is cither directly or indirectly appointed by and is re- 
sponsible to the head of the government. 

Having brought about its momentous reform of government. Fascism as- 
sumes the other arduous task of renewing the whole administrative structure 
of the state. This renewal is accomplished by destroying once and forever 
the notion of the Liberal-democratic doctrine that local authority depends 
on the local expression of the numerical majority of the sovereign people, and 
substituting for it the conception that local authority as well as all authority 
derives from a common source, the [central] executive power which is above 
all local prejudice, ambition, or interests.^ 

It is interesting to note that the principle of centralized authorita- 
rianism is applied, not merely to the administrative hierarchy of the 
state, but also to the organization of the Fascist Party. Originally each 
Fascio, or local branch of the Fascist Party, was self-governing, making 
its own rules and regulations and electing its own officials. In each 
province there was a federation of the local Fasci, governed by a pro- 
vincial congress consisting of representatives elected by the local 
branches. This provincial congress also made its own rules and regula- 
tions and elected its own provincial secretary and its own board of 
directors. Finally, there was the national organization, with a national 
congress consisting of elected representatives of the local organizations. 
This national congress had control over the general policies of the party 
and also elected a central committee and a directorate to look after all 
matters of detail. The important post of secretary general of the 
Fascist Party was filled by the directorate, which nominated and the 
central committee which appointed this official. At this time the 
Fascist Party, for all its talk of authoritarianism, was essentially demo- 
cratic in organization, at least on paper. Later "reforms," however, 
have completely wiped out all traces of this early democracy. 

Especially since the reorganization of 1932, the Fascist Party, like 
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the Fascist state, has been based upon the principle of centralization 
and the delegation of authority downward. Supreme control over the 
party now rests in the hand of the leader {Duce) of the party, Mussolini, 
who holds this position for life. On all important points the leader is 
supposed to consult the Fascist Grand Council, but he is not neces- 
sarily bound by its decisions, and most of its members, moreover, are 
appointed and dismissed by the leader. The leader also appoints and 
dismisses the secretary general of the party, the chief executive officer 
in charge of all matters of detail. Again the leader appoints and dis- 
misses the provincial secretaries and the' members of the provincial 
directorates. All such persons are merely the agents of the national 
leaders. Finally the provincial secretaries appoint the secretary and the 
directorate of the local Fasci and have complete charge over all of their 
activities. As things are at present all party officials are appointed, not 
elected. The members of the local Fasci do as they are told by their 
local secretary, who has autocratic powers. No longer are there provin- 
cial congresses nor is there even a national congress, though from time 
to time the party stages a mass rally in Rome of the members of the 
party hierarchy. This rally is given the name of the Grand Report, 
as its principal function is to hear (and to cheer) a speech made by the 
leader on the state of the nation. 

Among the many other liberal doctrines which have been discarded 
by the Fascists are the old notions of check and balance and the separa- 
tion of powers, both of which were defended so stoutly by Montesquieu 
and both of which in a slightly different form play such an important 
role in the American Constitution. As the Fascists are fond of pointing 
out, both these doctrines were developed with the idea of protecting the 
individual and individual rights from complete domination either by 
the state as a whole or by any one group within the state. Both doc- 
trines are closely associated with the ideas that government is only a 
necessary evil, that all governments tend to be tyrannical, and hence 
that a weak government is better than a strong government. Accord- 
ing to Montesquieu, if control over the state be divided between the 
king, the aristocracy, and the common people, these three groups will 
so check and balance one another that the individual citizen will be 
protected from despotic misrule. In America, which has neither king 
nor hereditary aristocracy, the principle of check and balance was ap- 
plied in several other ways, chiefly by dividing governmental powers 
between the states and the federal union. The doctrine of the separa- 
tion of powers, accepted both by Montesquieu and the Americans, is of 
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course merely another special form of check and balance. By sepa- 
rating the executive, the judicial, and the legislative function, by placing 
them in the hands of separate independent bodies, it was felt that the 
private citizen received additional support against the possible at- 
tempts at tyranny on the part of those in authority. 

With the Fascist demand for a strong state guiding and controlling 
every phase of individual activity it is obviously impossible for the 
Fascists to accept either check and balance or the separation of powers. 
For the state to be strong it must be unitary, with all power concentrated 
^ in a single group, or preferably in the hands of a single individual. 
Control over the state cannot be divided between the monarchy, the 
nobility, and the masses, but must be placed nominally in the hands of 
the king, actually in the hands of the head of the government. Control 
over the state cannot be divided between the national and the local 
agencies, but must rest completely and absolutely with the national 
government. Finally, this national government must be completely 
unitary. The head of the government must have control, not only 
over the executive functions, but also over the judicial and legislative 
functions. In claiming that it is impossible to distinguish between 
the executive and the judicial functions the Fascists can claim that they 
stand in comparatively good company. Even liberals, such as Locke, 
Rousseau, and Paine, to say no|:hing of such etatists as Hegel, thought 
that the executive and judicial functions are identical in that both 
merely aim at carrying out or applying the laws laid down by the 
legislative body. Even so it is certain that Locke and Rousseau and 
Paine would have been appalled at the extent to which the judicial 
hierarchy has in Italy been completely subjected to control by the 
purely executive and administrative hierarchy. Jury trials have been 
abolished as a relic of the barbarous democratic days; and in law cases 
all points both of law and of fact are decided by judges who are not 
only appointed by the head of the government, but who may also be 
dismissed by him at any time. In point of fact the Fascist judges have 
consistently shown in making their decisions that they are influenced, 
not merely by the letter or the spirit of the law, but also by the purely 
political policies of the Fascist Party and its leader. 

In refusing to distinguish between the executive and the legislative 
function. Fascism made a sharp break with the liberal philosophers and 
turned the clock back to where it stood in the seventeenth century. 
As the Fascists themselves put it, 

Having denied the sovereignty of the people. Fascism holds that the branch 
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of the legislative elected by popular vote . . . , which represented both the 
symbol and the repository of this sovereignty in the Liberal state, loses 
practically all its previous importance and becomes simply a consultive organ, 
whose proper function is collaboration with the other powers of the stateJ®^ 

Until 1939, Italy possowssed a so-called Chamber of Deputies, and 
though the members of this body were nominated by and completely 
subservient to the Fascist Grand Council — and that means to MuvS- 
solini — yet in theory, at least, these persons were elected by popular 
vote. In 1939, however, this chamber was abolished and its place 
taken by the Chamber of Fasci and Corporations, all of whose 
members hold office ex officio, owing their legislative positions to ap- 
pointments which they hold from the Duce to other administrative 
organs of the regime. As things are at present, the members of this 
body are not representatives of the people whose permission must be 
secured before legislation may be passed, but merely government- 
chosen experts in various fields of politics and economics whose advice 
may be taken before the government embarks upon the business of 
making general laws. The purely consultive character of this chamber 
is emphasized by the fact that many bills do not need to be passed by 
the chamber as a whole, but merely by one or other of the various com- 
mittees into which the chamber is broken up; each committee consist- 
ing of a certain number of persons who are considered experts in a 
particular field. 

The control of the government is made absolute by the fact that each 
national councilor (as the members of the new chamber are called) 
owes his membership to an executive appointment, which the head of 
the government may at any time cancel. Incidentally there is no fixed 
legislative term. All members of the new chamber hold office indefi- 
nitely until dismissed by the executive. Executive control over the. 
Senate, the other legislative chamber, is equally absolute. Senators 
hold their office for life, but the number of senators is unlimited, and 
Mussolini could at any moment swamp the upper house with new ap- 
pointees should the existing senators try to act in any way contrary to 
his wishes. As the Fascists openly proclaim, the new law regarding the 
legislative process 

reaffirms that the government is the central power in the legislative function 
to which the Senate and the Chamber only lend their complementary support, 
and that the Duce of Fascism, the Head of the Government, there, as in every 
other field of activity, is the supreme stimulus. [And again] the Fascist 
• reform brings the legislative function within the scope of the government and 
puts an end to the outworn myth of the separation of powers.^®* 
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From the foregoing passages it is obvious that the Fascists are advo- 
cates of radical authoritarianism, both in theory and in practice. At 
the same time it must not be forgotten that there is a curious strain of 
semi-democracy running through the whole fabric of Fascism. Authori- 
tarianism, or even dictatorship and despotism, is perfectly compatible 
with democracy, at least in the sense that dictatorship has frequently 
won the admiration of the bulk of the populace — who have often 
willingly transferred their political rights to a single all-powerful ruler. 
Julius Caesar and Augustus Caesar were the leaders of the “popular” 
party against the “aristocratic” party; the majority of the citizens sup- 
ported the Caesars in their substitution of imperial rule for the semi- 
parliamentary institutions of republican Rome. Napoleon I had the 
overwhelming support of the French people when he overthrew the 
Directory with its semi-parliamentary institutions and made himself 
the dictator of France. In like manner, his nephew Napoleon III had 
the masses of France behind him when he established the Second 
Fmpire. 

The case of Andrew Jackson is also of interest in this respect. Jackson 
made no attempt to overthrow the Constitution or to become a dictator, 
but during his term the power and the prestige of the presidency enor- 
mously increased. For the first time the President came to be regarded 
as the supreme representative of the people. Jackson’s election to the 
presidency was a triumph for the mob; he had little patience for his 
opponents who still commanded a considerable section of the Senate 
and the House of Representatives. Time after time he vetoed acts of 
Congress on the ground that surely he, as the representative of the 
people, ought to know what the people wanted. To Jackson the mem- 
bers of Congress represented the sectional interests while he represented 
the people as a whole, and hence he demanded an active share in legisla- 
tion. It is no accident that the participation of the mob in American 
politics always coincides with the rise in importance of the executive. 
American as well as European history shows that where the upper middle 
and middle classes have a predominant interest in the state, they tend 
to delegate their powers to a legislative assembly, but that where the 
rank and file secure political control, they tend to delegate their au- 
thority to a single individual. 

The rise of Mussolini must be understood in the light of these historical 
precedents. Fascism was and still is essentially a mass movement. 
The Fascists received support and financial aid from occasional aristo- 
crats and from several wealthy capitalists, but their principal support 
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and the personnel of their leaders came from the lower middle class. 
Originally, no doubt, the Fascists constituted only a minority of the 
Italian populace, but it was a large as well as a compact minority, and 
in the course of time the Fascists have been able to win the whole- 
hearted support of the majority of the populace. It is true that there 
are many persons and many groups in Italy who detest Fascist- rule; 
it is true that the “plebiscites** which the Fascists have occasionally 
held can in no way be trusted as real indications of Italian popular 
feeling — but it is also true that all competent observers agree that the 
Fascist regime is now definitely supported by at least sixty per cent of 
the populace. Fascism is undoubtedly a tyranny, but for all its au- 
thoritarianism, it is the tyranny of a majority over a minority rather 
than a tyranny of a minority over a majority. The absolutism of 
Mussolini is not the absolutism of Louis XIV, who claimed to rule his 
subjects by divine right; rather it is the absolutism of a Caesar or a 
Napoleon who claimed to rule as the supreme representative of the 
populace. The absolutism of Louis XIV we may call a transcendental 
absolutism; that of a Caesar we may call immanent. If our use of the 
terms be correct, the absolutism of Mussolini is definitely immanent 
rather than transcendental. 

The doctrine of the Fascists on this point is little more than an ex- 
pansion of the ideas first laid down by Rousseau. To Rousseau and 
the Fascists the state is a real entity with a soul, a mind, and a will of 
its own, and this collective will must have control over the destinies of 
all the individual citizens. To Rousseau, as to the Fascists, the collec- 
tive will invariably seeks the interests of the community as a whole, 
or, as Rousseau puts it, “the general will is always right and always 
tends to the public advantage.** Rousseau himself believed that in 
the long run the decisions of the majority of the people tend to accord 
with the true general will, but he was willing to admit that in some cases 
a small group of men or even a single man could better discern the com- 
mon good and hence the general will than a vast ignorant majority. 
At this point the Fascists step in and claim that the wise few, or the all- 
wise one, are invariably better judges of the collective will than the 
majority. According to this theory when the few or the one command 
they are not to be regarded as expressing their own wills, but the will of 
the whole nation. 

According to Fascist theory the state should not be a government of 
the people by the king for the benefit of the king and bis courtiers. 
Ratlier should it he a government of the people, for the people, by those 
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few rare minds who are able to discern the true interests of the people. 
It is this notion which Mussolini has in mind when he says, 

In rejecting democracy Fascism rejects the political lie of political equali- 

tarianism But if democracy be understood as meaning a regime in which 

the masses are not driven back to the margin of the state, then the writer of 
these pages has already defined Fascism as an organized, centralized, authori- 
tarian democracy.^®* * 

It is this same notion, from a different point of view, which Mussolini 
expresses when He says that Fascism 

is the purest form of democracy if the nation be conceived ... as the most 
powerful idea which acts within the nation as the conscience and the will of 
a few, even of one, which ideal tends to become active within the conscience 
and the will of all — that is to say of all those who rightly constitute a nation 
. . . and have set out upon the same line of development and spiritual forma- 
tion as one conscience and one sole will.^°^ 

In spite of its authoritarianism, Fascism not only was but still is a 
mass movement. This can be seen by the recent developments within 
the party itself. If Mussolini and the other Fascist leaders had been 
absolutists in the seventeenth century sense, they would have been willing 
to disband their party once they had secured control over the machinery 
and armed forces of the state. Thereafter, with or without a party, 
their will would have been the law, and they could easily have enforced 
these laws without any great popular hullabaloo. As we know, however, 
the party was not disbanded; it was carefully kept intact and allowed 
to grow in strength. It now numbers nearly two million, with provi- 
sions for the gradual recruitment of new members from the rising gen- 
eration as they reach maturity. The reason for this policy is undoubt- 
edly to keep the regime in touch with the masses and the masses in touch 
with the regime. For all their talk about authority, hierarchy, and 
discipline, the Fascist leaders feel the need for widespread popular sup- 
port, and such a support is given by the continued activity of the 
Fascist Party. The party, moreover, serves the useful purpose of acting 
as a propaganda agent in instilling Fascist ideas and ideology among the 
mass of Italians, including those who are outside the party organization. 
The Fascist leaders are perfectly willing to use brutal, ruthless force to 
keep themselves in power, but at the same time they are desperately 
anxious to have the Fascist ideal of an authoritarian, totalitarian state 
voluntarily, enthusiastically, and wholeheartedly accepted by the citi- 
zenry. The totalitarian state cannot become truly totalitarian, em- 
bracing the whole social and emotional life of the community until the 
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masses by education and propaganda come to a point where they in- 
stinctively and unconsciously think of all phases of life as so many 
phases of the state’s activity. It is this aspect of Fascism which per- 
mits Mussolini to call Fascism “an organized, centralized, authoritarian 
democracy.” 

Gentile, the official Fascist philosopher, as usual gives a Neo-Hegelian 
interpretation of this when he says: 

For Fascism the state is a wholly spiritual creation. It is a national state, 
because from the Fascist point of view the nation itself is a. creation of the 

mind This state of the Fascists is created by the consciousness and the 

will of the citizen, and is not a force descending on the citizen from above or 
without. . . . 7'he Fascist state is a people’s state, and as such the democratic 
state par excellence. The relationship between the state and the citizen is 
accordingly so intimate that the state exists only in so far as the citizen causes 
it to exist. Its formation, therefore, is the formation of a consciousness of it 
in individuals, in the masses. Hence the need of a party and of all the instru- 
ments of propaganda and education which Fascism uses to make the thought 
and will of the Duce the thought and will of the ma^^es. Hence the enormous 
task which Fascism sets itself in trying to bring the whole mavss of the people, 
beginning with the little children, inside the fold of the party. 

Palmier! follows his master, Gentile, in identifying Fascism with “New 
Idealism” and adds: 

The New Idealism must not remain the intellectual pastime of the elite 
but must leaven the life of the masses. It is to the masses and not to the few 
that the New Idealism must bring its message of salvation and bring it in 
such a form as to make it easily intelligible and readily accepted.^®® 


FASCISM AND THE CORPORATE STATE 

We cannot conclude our survey of Fascism without a brief discussion 
of the theory of corporations and corporatism upon which so many 
Fascist writers lay great stress. So much emphasis, in fact, has been 
laid upon the corporative idea that it is sometimes thought that cor- 
poratism and Fascism are one and the same thing. This is certainly an 
exaggeration, to say the least. To the orthodox Fascist, corporatism is 
a means rather than an end. Fascism, in its essence, is a combination of 
etatism and authoritarianism. By the corporate system, or corporatism, 
on the other hand, is meant the set of institutions through which the 
state attempts to control the economic life of the nation on a more or 
less authoritarian basis. To the Fascists the basic principles of Fascism 
are eternal, while the corporative idea is merely an expedient, possibly 



FASCISM 585 

only a tentative expedient, whereby these principles can be carried into 
effect. As Palmieri remarks, 

If today the Corporative principle seems to answer exactly to the need of 
the hour, it may also happen tomorrow that another system may better 
answer the same purpose. 

But though corporatism is thus clearly stated to be a means to an 
end rather than an end in itself, the corporative idea has undoubtedly 
struck deep roots within the body of Fascist ideology, and more and 
«more we find the Fascists proclaiming that after all it is corporatism 
which is Fascism’s great contribution to the political and economic 
thought of the twentieth century, and that corporatism in some form 
or another is destined to take the place both of old-fashioned liberal- 
ism or individualism and of socialism in all countries in the course of 
the next few decades. 

P'or all their talk of the corporative idea, the Fascists are curiously 
vague in their definition of this principle. But from their numerous 
utterances on the subject it becomes clear that corporatism is a com- 
bination of two basic doctrines; one is that man is essentially not an 
isolated but a group-forming animal; the other is that all groups must 
be subordinated to and controlled by the supreme group, the state. 
Neither of these doctrines is in any way new; in fact both were preached 
by many if not all of the spiritual ancestors of Fascism in the nineteenth 
century, but it is the Fascists who have most strongly emphasized both 
doctrines and directed the searchlight of publicity and propaganda 
upon them. 

The idea that man is a group-forming animal, that an individual has 
importance and significance only as a member of a group, was talked 
about by Hegel, by Mazzini, by Durkheim, by Gumplowicz, to mention 
only those whose political and social theories we have considered in this 
book. To Hegel (writing in 1821) men take a great step forw^ard when 
they cease to regard themselves as isolated individuals and group them- 
selves together in voluntary associations which he, like the later Fascists, 
calls corporations. To Hegel the tendency of mankind to form such 
groups was the sign of a “spiritual” nature or blind groping toward the 
perfect union of mankind in the form of the state. In the corporation 
“the particular and self-seeking end” of human beings is transformed 
into something “actively universal.” Speaking of the decay of the 
mediaeval guilds, he says: 

In modem times the Corporation has been superseded with the intention 
that the individual should care for himself... . . It is, however, needful to 
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provide the ethical man with a universal activity, one above his private ends. 
This universal with which the state does not. always supply him, is given by 
the Corporation. 

Mazzini, like Hegel, was an advocate of group or corporate action. 
There should exist inside each state a large number of smaller but active 
groups in which the citizens might practice the divine principle of as- 
sociation. Mazzini, like the modern Fascists, was hopeful that the 
development of group or corporate life would solve the economic problem. 
Private property and enterprise were not to be abolished, but in place # 
of cut-throat individualism, he hoped to substitute the voluntary group- 
ing of workers and producers into guilds and corporations. Cooperation 
as opposed to competition was to be the motto of the new age. 

Durkheim and Gumplowicz in the latter part of the nineteenth century 
were even more insistent upon the importance of group life. To Durk- 
heim most of a man’s thought and acts are of non-rational origin and are 
imposed on him by the group to which he belongs. When we reason, 
or think that we reason, we use concepts which are not the creation of 
the individual mind, but are thought patterns which have been imposed 
on us by the group. Durkheim was a believer in the supremacy of the 
state, but he believed that economic life was too complicated for it to 
be controlled directly by the state with any chance of success. The 
activities of any given profession should be regulated by special guilds 
or corporations consisting of persons intimately acquainted with its 
functions and needs. Gumplowicz was just as insistent as Durkheim 
that it was not individual but group activity which counts. “ It is not 
man who thinks, but his social community, the source of his thoughts 
is in the social medium in which he lives.” The chief difference between 
Durkheim and Gumplowicz is that whereas the former stresses the im- 
portance of the narrower occupational group, the latter emphasizes the 
supreme importance of the various classes into which the state is divided. 
To Gumplowicz each class is like a more or less separate race and the 
whole of the political history of any country is the story of the struggle 
between the classes. 

The Fascists accept all that Hegel and Mazzini have to say on the 
matter of group life, and much of what Durkheim and Gumplowicz 
say, but they strenuously object when some writers, wishing to empha- 
size the group, lessen the importance of the state or claim that group 
life is in competition with national life. Thus they object to the ideas 
of the great German jurist Von Gierke when he says: 

The ethical, social, the religious, the artistic and literary, the economic 
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communal experience, all create at different levels their own special organisms 
which have an independent existence, as opposed to the state. . . . The state 
is by no means simply human society; it is only one among the associational 
organisms of mankind, and only one definite side of human social life is 
represented by it.*°* 

To the Fascists, as to Hegel and Mazzini, the state is the one supreme 
group, including and embracing all lesser groups. All such lesser groups 
must be subject to state control and regulation; or as Mussolini puts it, 
behind all lesser groups must be “the totalitarian state, that is to say, 
the state which absorbs all the energies, all the interests, all the hopes of 
a people in order to transform and potentiate them.” The Fascists 
agree with Gumplowicz concerning the importance of classes and class 
struggles, but they insist that classes are less important than the nation, 
and that class struggles may not be permitted when they interfere with 
the welfare of the state. Mussolini summarizes the Fascist position 
when he says: 

Fascism is opposed to Socialism to which unity within the state (which 
amalgamates classes into a single economic and ethical reality) is unknown, 
and which sees in history nothing but the class struggle. Fascism is likewise 
opposed to trade-unionism as a class weapon. But when brought within the 
orbit of the state. Fascism recognizes the real needs which gave rise to Social- 
ism and trade-unionism, giving them due weight in the guild or Corporative 
system, in which divergent interests are coordinated and harmonized in the 
unity of the state.”® 

Having in mind this theoretical background we may say more specif- 
ically that corporatism to the Fascists means that control over the 
economic and social life of the nation shall lie in the hands of a number 
of occupational groups, each of which in turn is under governmental 
supervision and control. This system is thus opposed to strict in- 
dividualism on the one hand and to direct governmental operation or 
evep regulation on the other. Let us take a specific instance. It is 
unwise, say the Fascists, to allow every doctor to do as he pleases, have 
his own ethical code, or even his own medical and financial code. On 
the other hand it is, generally speaking, unwise for the state to step in 
directly and tell the doctors what medicine they may and may not use, 
what prices they should charge. Far better is it that such matters 
should be regulated by a doctors' guild or a national medical association 
composed of medical men. At the same time such a guild or association 
should be subject to the general control of the state, lest the regulations 
drawn up by the guild interfere with the welfare of the commun'ty as a 
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whole. As with the doctors, so with the other occupational groups. 
It is interesting to note that Mussolini, the great exponent of the totali- 
tarian state, criticizes not only old-fashioned individualism, but also the 
N.R.A. of the American New Deal on the ground that in America govern- 
mental intervention in business is too direct and too peremptory. 
According to Mussolini the government should not, in most cases, hand 
out arbitrary codes which must be blindly followed by employers and 
employees, but should aid groups of employers and employees in work- 
ing out codes which will be accef)table to both parties. 

In attempting to give concrete form to the general principle of cor- 
poratism the Fascists have made use of two completely separate sets of 
institutions, which must not be confused with one another. The one 
is a series of syndicates, the other a series of corporations proper. The 
syndicates have been in operation since 1926, while the corporations 
were not established until 1934 and are still in a more or less experimental 
stage. The syndicates are merely Fascist versions of the old trade 
unions and employers’ associations, and their operation is supposed to 
take the place of the ruthless struggle between the classes. In every 
district there is a workers’ syndicate and an employers’ syndicate for 
each of the main occupational categories. These local syndicates are 
grouped to form national federations, each being considered the legal 
representative of all the workers or of all the employers in each major 
industry. Finally, these national federations are linked to form national 
confederations, which represent no one industry but several closely 
related industries. As things are at prCvSent, there are nine national 
confederations. There is one national confederation of workers and 
one of employers in each of the four chief fields of economic activity: 
industry proper, agriculture, commerce, and banking. The ninth 
national confederation consists of organizations of artists and members 
of the liberal professions in which no distinction is made between workers 
and employers. 

The principal object of each syndicate, national federation, and 
national confederation is the settlement of labor disputes and the con- 
clusion of collective labor agreements or contracts. In addition they 
also aid in educational and social welfare work among their own mem- 
bers. In case the workers in a local factory wish to have higher wages or 
shorter hours the local syndicate acts as their spokesman and puts the 
case before the local syndicate of employers. In those cases involving 
worker^f in the same industry but living in different parts of the country 
the matter comes up for negotiation between one of the national federa- 
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tions of workers and the corresponding national federation of employers. 
In case of a dispute involving workers in several different occupational 
groups the matter is taken up by thotwo appropriate national confeder- 
ations, the one acting for the workers, the other for the employers 
As part of this new era of syndicalism the government has decreed that 
both strikes and lockouts are prohibited by law. All cases of industrial 
disputes in which the workers make demands which the employers are 
unwilling to accept must be referred to arbitration; and if ordinary 
arbitration fails the matter is placed before a state-appointed labor 
court whose decision is final and binding upon both parties. The 
Fascists claim that their syndical organizatiort adequately protects 
the workers, but they make no bones about stating that ultimate 
control of each industry rests with the employers and not with the em- 
ployees, or as the Charter of Labor puts it, 

The wage earner, artisan, employee, or laborer is an active collaborator in 
the economic enterprise, the direction of which belongs to the employer, who 
also carries the responsibility.^^^ 

The Fascists emphasize that membership in all of the syndicates is 
entirely voluntary. At the same time, 

only the juridically recognized Syndicate which submits to the control of 
the state has the right to represent legally the entire category of employers or 
workers for which it is constituted, in safeguarding its interests vis-^-vis the 
state and other occupational associations, in making collective contracts of 
working, binding on all members of the category 

In other words, in each “category,"’ that is, in each industry, the state 
recognizes only one syndicate, and it has the right to represent all the 
persons who belong to this category, whether or not they are members 
of the syndicate. Needless to say, the state gives legal recognition only 
to those syndicates which are willing to work hand in glove with the 
Fascist regime and which have accepted the Fascist ideology. A special 
law provides that each syndicate, to secure legal recognition, must 
“ promote ... the moral and patriotic education” of its members. 
Moreover, this law provides that the officers of each legally recognized 
syndicate must “afford guarantees of ability, morality, and sound 
national loyalty.” In other words, officers must subordinate their 
ideas of cla.ss struggle to the promotion of the nation as a whole accord- 
ing to the program laid down by the Fascist Party. In point of fact, 
the officers of all the syndicates, local, provincial, and national, arc 
little more than hand-picked appointfees of the Fascist hierarchy. 
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Quite separate from, but complementary to, the syndicates are the 
corporations. The syndicates are, theoretically, privately organized 
groups which are “recognized” (and in practice, regulated) by the state. 
Corporations, on the other hand, are organs of the state, that is, organized 
and maintained by the state and immediately subject to centralized 
control. More specifically, the Fascists define the corporations as 

the organs which under the aegis of the state carry out the integral, organic, 
and Unitarian re gulation of production with a view to the expansion of the 
wealth, political power, and well-being of the Italian people.^^^ 

In reality, the chief difference between the syndicates and the corpora- 
tions is that, while each syndicate represents either employers or em- 
ployees, the corporations include representatives of both employers and 
employees, and in addition a certain number of state-appointed officials 
who are supposed to look after the interests of the nation as a whole — 
or more especially to look after the interests of the consumers, as opposed 
to the employers and employees, both of whom are regarded as producers 
in any given industry. 

At present there are twenty-two corporations arranged in three main 
groups. Of greater importance than the details of this organization are 
the general aims of all corporations. According to Mussolini, the estab- 
lishment of the corporations 

means the end of liberal capitalism, the economic system which emphasizes 
the individual profit motive, and marks the beginning of a new economy 
which stresses collective interests. These collective interests will be achieved 
through the Corporate system which is based on the self-regulation of produc- 
tion, under the aegis of the producers When I say producers, I do not mean 

only employers, I mean workers as well.^^^ 

Each corporation is supposed to have conciliatory, advisory, and 
regulative powers. In the field of conciliation, each corporation is sup- 
posed to try to maintain good feelings between the workers’ syndicates 
and the employers’ syndicates in its own category. Collective labor 
disputes which cannot be settled by special bargaining are brought 
before a corporation conciliation board for a further attempt at amicable 
settlement before being carried to a labor court for final decision. In 
the field of advice each corporation is supposed to be willing and ready 
to offer suggestions to the government when called upon to do so, with 
special reference to economic problems which fall within the sphere of 
its own interests. Thus the government, before issuing a law or decree 
affecting the economic life of its citizens, usually finds it advisable to 



consult with one or more of the corporations, sometimes with all. In 
the field of regulation each corporation has the right to enact certain 
rules for “the collective regulation of economic relations and the unitary 
discipline of national production.*’ This includes not only the power to 
devise regulations for the control of production and the determination 
of fair competition, but also “the fixing of rates for services rendered 
and of articles of consuniption sold to the public, under non-competitive 
conditions.” In addition, representatives from the corporations 
constitute the majority of the members of the new National Chamber of 
Fasci and Corporations, and as such take an active part in general 
legislation for -the whole country. 

The corporations are still in the experimental stage, and no one is as 
yet certain how they will work out in practice. They have, however, 
been able to register several signal successes. In the field of concilia- 
tion, one of the corporations, that of Metal Workers and Machinery, 
was able to settle a serious dispute which broke out between the workers 
and the owners of the great Fiat automobile works at Turin. In the 
field of advice, it is known that on several occasions the government has 
consulted the corporations before issuing decrees or laws, and that the 
advice tendered by the corporations has been listened to seriously. In 
addition each corporation has passed a number of resolutions, many of 
which have led to administrative or legislative action. In the field of 
regulation, action has been somewhat slower, but has nevertheless led 
to significant results. The corporations have prepared a number of 
codes of fair practice, very similar to the codes formulated in the United 
States, under the N.R.A. — but whereas the N.R.A. is now defunct, the 
Italian codes are still in full force. These codes have defined and pro- 
hibited certain unfair trade practices and have fixed price scales and 
minimum prices for the commodities or services in question. 

But though the corporations are thus playing an important part in 
shaping the economic life of Italy, it must not be forgotten that cor- 
porations are completely subject to the state and the will of the Fascist 
Party. Though the majority of the members of each corporation are 
nominated by the various employers’ and workers’ syndicates, appoint- 
ment to membership in a corporation is made by the government, and 
it is known that on several occasions the original nominees have been 
rejected on the ground that the persons concerned were unreliable. 
Moreover, by law the president of each corporation is the Minister of 
Corporations, who has the power to determine what is to be discussed 
and what is not to be discussed. Moreover, the decisions and recom- 
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mendations of the corporations must be approved by the central govern- 
ment before they become effective. As a result 

there is ample certainty that no discussion will ever arise within a corpora- 
tion that is not welcomed by the party and government, and that no decision 
will ever be taken which the government does not approve.^^* 
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CHAPTER XII 


The Political Philosophy of 
National Socialism 


The rise of Fascism in Italy is interesting, but most students of political 
science find the rise of National Socialism in Germany even more in- 
teresting and even more significant. 

We must regard National Socialism as more important than Fascism 
if only because it was the Nazi triumph in Germany, far more than the 
Fascist triumph in Italy, which made the etatist-authoritarian creed 
the object of world attention, and because this attention has resulted in 
the springing-up of etatist-authoritarian movements in nearly all the 
countries of the world. For many years after the Fascists came to 
power in Italy, Fascism was chiefly regarded as a local and ephemeral 
movement. Even Mussolini for some time declared that Fascism was 
"'not for export,’’ that it was a purely Italian movement, little liable to 
lead to violent repercussions in alien lands. The average Englishman 
and American regarded the Italian dictatorship, not as the precursor of 
a new movement threatening to sweep the -world, but merely as another 
example of the chronic inability of the backward Latin peoples to govern 
themselves constitutionally. To many persons the creation of a dicta- 
torship in Italy meant little more than the oft-recurring revolutions 
and new dicta torehips in such countries as Venezuela, Ecuador, or Peru. 
When, however, Germany — cultured, educated, industrial, powerful 
Germany — declared that the era of liberalism was over, that in the 
new order of things individualism and democracy must give way to 
etatism and authoritarianism — then, and only then, did the present 
and future of liberalism seem seriously threatened. 

Of equal significance is the fact that German National Socialism in 
many ways is far more logical, consistent, and thoroughgoing than 
Italian Fascism in its application of many of the principles underlying 
the modern etatist-authoritarian ideology. This is especially true with 
reference to irrationalism and Social Darwinism which represent two 
of the outstanding features of modern etatist-authoritarian beliefs. 
The Fascists, as well as the Nazis, proclaim that man is irrational, that 
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truth and falsehood, good and bad, are to be known more by intuition 
than by reason, but the fact that Italy is a Catholic country and that 
the vast majority of the Fascists are at least nominal Catholics makes 
it impossible for the Fascists openly and officially to draw all the logical 
conclusions from the irrationalist position. The Nazis, because of their 
greater freedom from ecclesiastical control, are thus able to proclaim 
from the housetops what the Fascists are only able to hint — that there 
is no absolute standard of true and false or good and bad; that an idea 
is to be considered true and an action is to be considered good only if 
they work for the benefit of the community. 

The Fascists, as well as the Nazis, are Social Darwinists in that they 
preach the doctrine of the struggle for existence and the survival of the 
fittest, but it must not be forgotten that the eugenists’ creed and the 
racialist creed are integral parts of Social Darwinism in the broader 
sense of the word, and on these points the Nazis go far ahead of the 
Fascists in making practical applications of these theoretical principles. 
Mussolini, to be sure, “sometimes dreams of making Italy a vast 
('Ugenic laboratory,” but so far this dream has remained a dream. The 
Nazis, on the other hand, have taken the doctrines of the eugenists very 
seriously. It is in the sacred name of eugenics that the Nazi govern- 
ment has sterilized hundreds of thousands of German citizens. It is 
in the name of eugenics that the Nazi government is deliberately trying 
to increase the fecundity of certain supposedly superior stocks. In like 
manner the Fascists are now willing to pay lip service to the racialist 
creed, but so far racialism has played only an insignificant role in Fascist 
ideology. Among the Nazis, on the other hand, racialism is regarded 
as the essential basis of all true political action. 

Finally we ma5^ say that National Socialism is even more important 
than Fascism, because both historically and geographically National 
Socialism is far closer to the general stock of ideas from which both 
Fascism and National Socialism draw their inspiration. Many persons, 
especially in England and America, were amazed when Hitler and his 
fellow Nazis were able to assume dictatorial control over Germany. 
Those, however, who have followed the development of the etatist- 
authoritarian tradition as sketched in this book should find nothing 
startling or surprising in the Nazi triumph in Germany. The Nazi 
triumph in that country is little more than “seeing the chickens come 
home to roost.” Etatism and authoritarianism in some form or another 
have been preached by a large number of political philosophers in many 
different countries, but throughout the whole of the nineteenth century 
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it was the German writers or their immediate disciples who made the 
most outstanding contributions to the development of the etatist- 
authoritarian ideology — and National Socialism is only the concrete 
embodiment of this ideology. 

When all these facts are borne in mind, we should not be surprised 
at the present-day German acceptance of etatism and authoritarianism 
in their National Socialist dress; we should be surprised merely that a 
non-German state, such as Italy, was eleven years in advance of Ger- 
many itself in adopting a thoroughgoing etatist and authoritarian 
regime. 


HITLER AND THE RISE OF THE NAZI PARTY 

The life of Adolf Hitler and his rise to power in 1933 is too well known 
to require more than a brief summary. He was born in 1889, the son of 
a minor Austrian customs official. The fact that Hitler was born an 
Austrian and not a subject of the German Empire proper is a matter of 
some importance, at least psychologically. There were many Austrians 
of his generation who were wholeheartedly devoted to the Austro- 
Hungarian Empire and to the Habsburg dynasty. Such persons were 
apt to look with dislike upon the North Germans in general and upon 
the Prussians in particular. They were glad, as they put it, that they 
were not under the iron hand of the Hohenzollerns or the autocratic 
Prussian army officers and bureaucrats. But there were other Austrians, 
usually called followers of Pan-Germanism, more pro-German than 
the Germans themselves. They thought it horrible that the German- 
speaking Austrians should be linked, not with their fellow Germans 
to the north, but with “aliens” such as the Slavic-speaking Czechs and 
the Hungarian-speaking Magyars. To them it seemed dastardly that 
the Habsburgs thought more of their own dynastic interests than of 
advancing the interests of the German nation as a whole, and by the 
German “nation” they meant all persons who spoke German, whatever 
their political affiliation. 

From his early boyhood Adolf Hitler belonged to this latter group, 
and the ideas which he acquired at this time have influenced his sub- 
sequent thought and action. To some it may seem surprising that the 
most passionate devotion to German nationalism was found among the 
German-speaking Austrians rather than among the Germans proper, 
but to a student of history or psychology such a situation seems per- 
fectly natural. We all know that a convert is apt to be far more devout 



NATIONAL SOCIALISM 


599 


and zealous than his fellow religionists who are born and brought up 
in a particular creed. This is true in politics as well as in religion. 
Tom Paine, who came to America in 1774, was in 1776 far more passion- 
ate in his attacks upon England and the English king than the vast 
majority of persons born on this side of the ocean. The Frenchman, 
Gobineau, and the Englishman, H. S. Chamberlain, were more lauda- 
tory regarding the historic role of the Germans than were the bulk of 
the German historians. In like manner, the most fervent patriotism 
is frequently found among persons who are forced to spend all or a great 
part of their lives away from what they consider their homeland. The 
most zealous advocates of British imperialism were such persons as 
Cecil Rhodes, who spent most of his life in South Africa, and Rudyard 
Kipling, who spent much of his early life in India. 

The social and economic position of Hitler’s family is also of im- 
portance in trying to understand Hitler’s psychological background. 
A generation or two back all his ancestors were peasants, many of them 
rather happy-go-lucky, down-at-the-heel peasants. Illegitimacy was 
far from being rare. Hitler’s father was born out of wedlock and for 
many years used his mother’s name of Schicklgruber. Few Germans 
realize how close they came to having to say “Heil Schicklgruber” in 
place of ”Heil Hitler.” In middle life, however, Adolf’s father took 
the paternal name of Hitler, so that Adolf himself received his present 
name legally. Incidentally Adolf’s father seems to have had a fair 
amount of push. In early life he was a cobbler, but in later years he 
secured an appointment in the Austrian civil service. He was in the 
lower ranks of this service, to be sure, but he felt immensely proud of 
his social advancement. He was no longer a manual laborer, but a 
“white-collar worker.” He was no longer a member of the proletariat, 
but of the lower middle class. He was terrified lest his children sink back 
to the ranks from which he had come himself. He was especially anxious 
that Adolf should prove his superiority by also becoming an official. 

We know from his autobiography that Adolf Hitler resolutely re- 
jected his father’s advice in so far as entering the ranks of officialdom 
was concerned. But this same autobiography shows how Adolf did 
take over from his father the typical German lower middle class atti- 
tude towards life — and politics. Hitler’s book. Mein Kampf, is full of 
expressions in which he pours scorn upon the mob, the common herd, 
the rank and file of the workers. It is equally full of expressions showing 
his early envy and dislike of the upper middle and upper classes. 
Marxist socialism, with its program of class war and its appeals for the 
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proletariat to unite and overthrow their economic superiors, threatened 
the very existence of the class to which he himself belonged. At the 
same time he regarded the aristocracy, the great financiers, and indus- 
trialists with a jaundiced eye. His attitude towards such persons re- 
sembled the attitude of the average American farmer or small shop- 
keeper towards “the snooty smart set,“ “the economic royalists,” and 
“the minions of Wall Street.” Hitler was always interested in pre- 
serving and strengthening the German Volk or nation, but to Hitler 
the kernel, the backbone, the essence of this Volk was centered in 
persons of his own class. To him a Volk was like a barrel of beer with 
its dregs at the bottom, its froth at the top, and its goodness in the 
middle portion. 

Hitler’s lower middle class attitude towards life is reflected not only 
in his views on politics but also in his attitude towards art and literature 
and domestic life. In Germany, as elsewhere, the lower middle class 
is the bulwark of conventional morality. The members of the upper 
and lower classes are far more willing to condone breaches of the moral 
code than are the members of the petty bourgeoisie. The movies, which 
appeal to the lower middle class, have to be far more cautious in dealing 
with sex problems and in using risqu6 language than legitimate drama, 
which appeals to persons on a somewhat higher social and economic 
scale. To the members of the lower middle class, women should not 
go “gadding around after fads”; they should devote themselves to 
Kirche, Kinder, und Kiiche (church, children, kitchen). The members 
of the lower middle class have always disliked cubism, expressionism, 
impressionism in art. To them the picture of a pretty girl on a maga- 
zine cover is greater “art” than the paintings of a Matisse or a Picasso. 
The members of the lower middle class have always been bored or re- 
pelled by vers libre, problem novels, “realistic” plays. To their minds 
the works of Kathleen Norris or the Elsie Dinsmore series are truer and 
finer literature than Tobacco Road or the Grapes of Wrath, On all such 
points. Hitler reflects the prejudices and beliefs of the class from which 
he sprang, and his political triumphs have meant the rigid suppression 
of all social, artistic, and literary activities which run counter to the 
old lower middle class preferences. 

As a boy Hitler led a comparatively easy and carefree life, but after 
the death of his father and subsequently of his mother, his troubles 
began. At the age of nineteen he went to Vienna, confidently expecting 
to get a scholarship at the Academy of Art. To his astonishment, he 
failed in his entrance examinations and found himself with no funds. 



NATIONAL SOCIALISM 


6oi 


no resources, and the urgent necessity of earning a living. In the years 
which followed he suffered incredible hardships and humiliations. For 
several months he was forced to work as a casual, unskilled day laborer, 
gaining and losing employment every week or so. Later he managed 
to gain a precarious livelihood as an artist, working he tells us as “a 
minor draughtsman and aquarellist.*’ Actually he seems to have 
spent most of his time painting picture postcards and greeting cards, 
which were hawked around by some of his companions in misery. 
Many a night was spent in the Asylum for the Poor and Homeless; 
many a meal was secured in the charity soup kitchens maintained in 
monastery courtyards. 

The four or five years spent in Vienna were years of bitterness and 
disappointment. They have left an indelible imprint upon Hitler’s 
mind. Many of Hitler’s present-day preferences and aversions can be 
traced to the feelings aroused in him during the Vienna period. It was 
in Vienna that he first became violently anti-Semitic. At this time 
much of the finance and industry of Vienna was in Jewish hands. An 
abnormally large proportion of the most prominent lawyers, doctors, 
writers, and theatrical producers were Jews. To Hitler this showed 
that the Jews already dominated Vienna and through Vienna the whole 
of Austria. Suffering from an acute inferiority complex. Hitler argued 
that his own failure, and the failure of others of his type, was due to the 
Jewish control of Austria’s economic and cultural Iffe. For success to 
be achieved, the Jews, or at least Jewish influence, must be destroyed. 

In like manner. Hitler also conceived at this time a violent dislike 
of the then existent type of trade union, partly because the trade unions 
were strongly influenced by Marxian principles and stressed class in- 
terest rather than the national .interest. To Hitler with his strong 
nationalist sentiment such ideas were horrible. There was also another 
more personal reason for Hitler’s aversion to the trade- union movement. 
During the period when Hitler was securing odd jobs as a manual 
laborer, some of his fellow workers tried to get him to join a union. 
Hitler’s soul revolted at the thought. It was bad enough to be forced 
to work temporarily as a common laborer; to join a trade union would 
seem to indicate that he had permanently sunk to the level of the labor- 
ing class. 

The feeling that he had lost caste . . . weighed heavily on the official’s son. 
He detested the '‘moral coarseness” of his fellow workers and the ‘‘low level 
of their spiritual culture.” The miserable existence of the working-class 
family filled him with horror. The very thought of having to spend his life 
in these depths was unbearable to him.^ 
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By refusing to join the union, Hitler lost his job and was greatly handi- 
capped in securing other employment. Instead of blaming his sociaJ 
pride and his own pig-headedness for the resultant misery, Hitler 
blamed the trade-union organization. Thereafter he was bitter in his 
hatred of orthodox trade-unionism and of the political philosophy which 
he associated with this movement. 

In 1912 or 1913 Hitler moved from Vienna to Munich. In his new 
home he was somewhat happier. At last he was in itnperial Germany, 
his spiritual fatherland. Economically he was also somewhat better off. 
No longer was he forced to eat in charity soup kitchens. Nevertheless 
he was still desperately poor, and though he was able to eke out a day- 
by-day existence, there still seemed no prospects of a brilliant career 
ahead of him. And then, in 1914, came the World War. To him the 
war seemed a veritable godsend. The war at least meant the end of the 
old era in which he had been miserable; possibly it meant the beginning 
of a new era in which he would gain name and fame and success. Hitler 
was determined to give up his career as an artist and become a soldier. 
But instead of returning to his native Austria, he enlisted as a private 
in the Bavarian army and was in active service throughout the whole 
of the war. From all accounts Hitler was a loyal and courageous soldier. 
He was cited several times for bravery and was awarded the Iron Cross. 
At the same time he was never popular with his fellow soldiers or with 
the officers. To both groups he always seemed cold, morose, brooding, 
unsociable. This is one reason why, in a period of rapid promotion, he 
rose only to be a sub-corporal. Needless to say Germany’s defeat in 
1918 came to him as a bitter and .unexpected blow. More than ever he 
hated the foreigners who had brought about Germany’s humiliation. 
Even more intense was his hatred for the Jews and the Marxian social- 
ists within Germany’s own ranks because, very unfairly, he blamed 
Germany’s defeat upon the activities of these groups. 

For more than, two years after the war was over. Hitler made his 
living by serving as a more or less secret agent for the military authori- 
ties in Munich. These authorities were terrified lest the communists 
secure permanent control over the political machinery of Bavaria. It 
was Hitler’s task to keep in touch with the soldiers, workers, and pro- 
fessional agitators and report any signs of “subversive” activities. In 
some cases Hitler served as a political stool pigeon, and on the basis of 
his secret reports several of his comrades were seized and shot. In 
other cases. Hitler had the more respectable role of roving political re- 
porter. In this role it was his task to attend various political meetings 
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and to keep tab on what was done and said. It was while carrying on 
this type of work that Hitler first (1919) came into contact with a snialS 
and obscure group known as the Deutsche A rheiter Partei or the German 
Workers Party. The importance of this so-called party can be gauged 
by the fact that at this time its meetings were attended by only twenty- 
five to thirty persons and that it numbered only six full-fledged members. 

But though in the beginning Hitler attended the meetings of the 
German Workers Party as a spy for the military authorities, he soon 
became deeply interested in the discussions which he heard there. On 
one occasion Hitler joined in the discussion which followed the formal 
speech. His remarks must have awakened general interest, for a day 
or two later he received a notice that he had been accepted as a member 
of the party. He had never applied for membership and for a time was 
both amused and angry at this method of recruiting members; but be- 
fore long he changed his mind and joined the small party, becoming 
its Member No. 7. As time went on he threw himself ever more pas- 
sionately into the work of the party, resigning his post as political spy 
for the army to devote his whole life to party activities. From a very 
early time he was able to guide and control the program and policy of 
the little group with which he had become associated almost by acci- 
dent. In 1920, largely at his suggestion, the name of the party was 
changed from the German Workers Party to the National Socialist 
German Workers Party on the ground that the words National and 
Socialist had great popular appeal. In 1921 he was formally made the 
leader of the party. Thereafter he was able to rule the group with al- 
most dictatorial powers. 

Under Hitler's leadership and largely because of his genius for or- 
ganization and because of his ability to sway mass meetings with his 
peculiar form of oratory, the party rapidly grew in numbers and influ- 
ence. Party meetings, which formerly were attended by a handful of 
curiosity-seekers, soon attracted hundreds and later thousands of per- 
sons, ready to applaud when Hitler or one of his lieutenants made a 
speech. More to the point, such persons were also willing to pay sub- 
stantial sums into the party's exchequer. Permanent headquarters 
were secured, a daily paper, the Volkischer Beobachter (the National 
Observer)/was established, and active agents were sent to all portions 
of the cqiintry to stir up national interest in the party's activities. Of 
great irigiportance was the creation of a uniformed and disciplined group, 
the br^wn-shirted Storm Troopers {Sturmabteiliing). Originally the 
chief duty of the members of this group was to maintain order at party 
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rallies by ejecting hecklers, but before long they were also busy breaking 
up communist meetings and beating up various opposition leaders. 
By 1923 the National Socialists, though still numbering only a fraction 
of the German population, were so well-organized and disciplined as to 
make them worthy of serious consideration. 

In November, 1923, Hitler, emboldened by his success, committed 
what many observers think to be his most serious political mistake. 
Inspired by Mussolini’s march on Rome, Hitler and the Nazis attempted 
an armed revolution, or at least a political coup d'etat supported by 
armed bands. In trying to carry out this plan the Nazis tried to seize 
control of the city of Munich with the idea of using it as a base from 
which to march on Berlin. Hitler counted on having to face but little 
forcible resistance to his scheme, but on this point he was sadly disil- 
lusioned. As he and his followers marched festively down the street, 
they were met with a salvo of bullets. Eighteen of the Nazis were 
killed. Hitler himself, in order to get out of the line of fire, threw him- 
self to the ground so violently that he dislocated his shoulder. The 
remaining Nazis broke and fled. The revolt was thus a complete failure. 
Hitler and several of his closest followers were placed on trial for treason, 
were convicted, and given long prison sentences. The party and the 
Storm Troopers were officially dissolved; the party’s funds and property 
were confiscated; the party’s newspaper was suppressed. To the casual 
observer the National Socialist movement seemed completely dead. 

It soon developed, however, that the movement was not dead but only 
dormant, and the period of dormancy lasted a very short time. Hitler 
spent his enforced idleness in prison writing the first volume of his work 
Mein Kampf, a book later destined to become the Bible of the Nazi 
cause. Although he had been sentenced to five years’ imprisonment, 
he was released at the end of 1924 after being incarcerated for only nine 
months. On Hitler’s leaving prison his jailer confessed that he had been 
converted to the National Socialist cause. This in itself seemed an 
omen of what was going to happen in the future. While Hitler was 
under lock and key, many of his lieutenants had kept up their political 
activity. Their efforts had been so successful that already there were 
in the Reichstag fourteen members in sympathy with and more or less 
pledged to the Nazi movement. All that Hitler had to do, therefore, 
was to refound or rather to reorganize his party, and to prepare more 
strenuously than ever for his eventual triumph. The failure of 1923 
had taught Hitler one thing, namely, the futility of armed rebellion or 
other openly illegal action. Thereafter he was determined to keep at 
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least within the letter of the law. This meant that for his cause to meet 
with success it was necessary, by constant propaganda, to secure the 
support of the majority of the German people. After 1925 every effort 
was directed at this goal. 

Hitler’s own newspaper, the Volkischer Beobachter, was re-established, 
and in addition a large number of other* newspapers, magazines, pam- 
phlets, and books were published. Brass bands and monster proces- 
sions were organized to secure publicity. In fact every form of theatri- 
cality was employed to secure popular attention. Fiery orators were 
sent out to arouse the masses to blind hate of the existing regime. 
Other more secret agents were placed in factories and even inside trade 
unions with the duty of spreading, half surreptitiously, the Nazi gospel 
among the workers. By exploiting the communist threat, the Nazis 
were able to secure immense sums of money from the wealthy industrial- 
ists, so that the party exchequer was never empty. But though Hitler 
gave up armed revolt and open illegality, he did not give up the idea of 
using force. The brown-shirted Storm Troop brigade was re-estab- 
lished, enormously enlarged, and its discipline improved. In addition a 
special, new, and more rigidly selected group, the black-shirted Elite 
Guards {SchutzstaffeT), was created, which soon became a sort of private 
standing army. By breaking up communist meetings and street pro- 
cessions, by engaging in street brawls with communistically inclined 
groups, the Brown Shirts and the Black Shirts were able to impress and 
terrorize the electorate. In this way they both directly and indirectly 
aided the party enormously in its march to triumph. 

At the same time it must not be forgotten that it took several years 
for the Nazi Party to achieve any success in the arena of active politics 
and that its final triumph was due in large measure to extraneous causes 
with which the Nazi high command, for all its genius in organization 
and propaganda, had nothing whatever to do. From 1925 to 1930 
Germany was comparatively prosperous, and as long as business was 
good and jobs were plentiful the majority of the German electorate were 
content to retain the liberal-democratic republic established in 1919. 
In the elections held in 1928 the Nazis polled only eight hundred thou- 
sand votes, and the party members elected to the Reichstag constituted 
only a small and relatively insignificant group. The first real success 
of Hitler and his followers came in 1930 at a time when Germany was 
already badly hit by the great depression and the whole financial struc- 
ture of the nation seemed to be on the rocks. A severe financial crisis 
always leads to the piling-up of protest votes against the regime or the 



6o6 


THE TRIUMPH OF ABSOLUTISM 


party in power. The Nazis were able to take advantage of this fact and 
thus secured six and a half million votes which increased their delega- 
tion to the Peichstag to 107 persons. In the years which followed, the 
financial situation, instead of improving, grew steadily worse. Many 
business houses failed, many factories shut down, and the number of 
unemployed was greatly increased. This condition was the same in the 
elections which took place in July, 1932, at which time the Nazis secured 
nearly fourteen million votes and their delegation to the Reichstag was 
increased to 230 persons. Though still a minority, the Nazis now con- 
stituted the largest single party group within the German Reichstag. 
To Hitler it seemed the hour of destiny was near at hand. 

In point of fact, however, the Nazis at this time were unable to take 
advantage of their favorable situation, and in the months which fol- 
lowed it looked as if they were fated to lose rather than gain in numbers 
and influence. A rift developed between Hitler and many of the 
wealthy industrialists who had been backing him. There was a marked 
diminution in the contributions to the party treasury, and with smaller 
funds there had to be a curtailment in propaganda activity. Just at 
this time the Reichstag was suddenly dissolved and new elections were 
held. With their funds depleted and their morale shaken, the Nazis 
were unable to make the same good showing as in the earlier campaign. 
Two million fewer persons voted the Nazi ticket and only one hundred 
and ninety-six Nazi members were elected to the Reichstag. Many 
observers, both in Germany and abroad, believed that the tidal wave of 
Hitlerism had lost its force and was destined rapidly to recede. Many 
prophesied that within two or three years the very name of Hitler would 
almost be forgotten. Even the Nazi leaders were filled with gloom. In 
the diary of Goebbels, one of the most important of the Nazi leaders, 
we read : 

Deep depression throughout the organization The situation in the 

party is getting worse from hour to hour All chances and hopes have dis- 

appeared. . . . For hours the Leader [Hitler] paces up and down the room in 
the hotel. . . . Suddenly he stops and says, “ If the party once falls to pieces, 
I shall shoot myself without more ado.*’* 

If all the political groups which supported the liberal republic, as 
opposed to Nazi dictatorship, had stuck together and formed a strong 
national government, there is little doubt that the triumph of Hitler 
could have been averted. But the supporters of liberalism (in the 
broader sense of the word) were split into numerous parties, each of 
which fought with all the others. It was found impossible to form a 
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cabinet which enjoyed the support of the majority of the Reichstag. 
For a while an attempt was made to govern through a group of bureau- 
crats and army officers who were supposed to have no party affiliations 
and who might therefore enjoy the support of several of the parties. 
Even this attempt ended in failure. The liberal or semi-liberal parties 
could neither form a government themselves nor agree to support 
a government formed by outsiders. Germany seemed to have entered 
a political blind alley. To make things worse, several of the highest 
ranking bureaucrats began intriguing against one another, with the 
result that some of them decided to sell out to Hitler. Just at this time 
many of the wealthy industrialists, once more frightened by the menace 
of communism, decided to renew their alliance with the Nazis. They 
were followed by large numbers of the Junkers or aristocratic land- 
owners in northectstern Germany. Even the Nationalist Party, which 
was normally the official mouthpiece of the industrial magnates and the 
semi-feudal nobility, decided that it was to their advantage to join 
hands with the National Socialists. The conditions by this time were 
all set for a grand coup. It came January 30, 1933. Some of the inti- 
mate advisers of President von Hindenburg, who were in secret alliance 
with Hitler, persuaded Hindenburg to dismiss the existing government 
and to call Hitler to form a ministry. The hour of triumph had come 
at last. 

There is a curious parallel between the developments in Fascist Italy 
in the years 1922-1925 and those in-Nazi Germany in the period 1933- 
1934, save for the fact that the developments in Germany took place 
at a much faster tempo. When Mussolini first came to power in 1922, 
it will be remembered, he did not immediately create a personal nor 
even a party dictatorship. His first cabinet was essentially a coalition 
cabinet in which there were as many non-Fascists as Fascist members. 
The popularly elected Chamber of Deputies was permitted to continue 
in existence and to take an active part in legislation. For over a year 
parliamentary government survived, in theory at least, and during 
this time Mussolini was technically bound to resign if the Chamber of 
Deputies had voted a resolution of non-confidence. It was not until 
1925 that all the non-Fascist parties were suppressed and the machinery 
of government changed to give Mussolini and the Fascist Party theoret- 
ical as well as practical control over all phases of the national life. In 
like manner Hitler’s first cabinet was a coalition cabinet. In fact, of its 
eleven members only three were National Socialists. Six were members 
of or sympathizers with the Nationalist Party. The defense ministry 
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was placed in the hands of a professional soldier, the foreign office in 
the hands of a professional diplomat. The big industrialists, the wealthy 
landowners, the upper members of the bureaucracy, with whose aid the' 
Nazis came to power, were foolish enough to think that they had Hitler 
encircled and completely in their power. In their blindness they 
thought that they would be able to use Hitler for their own purposes 
They obviously forgot or ignored the developments which took place 
a decade earlier in Italy. 

In the early stages of his rule Hitler seemed determined to make use 
of parliamentary institutions. Even after his accession to power the 
Nazis with their new allies, the Nationalists, were unable to secure a 
majority in the Reichstag; but instead of suppressing or ignoring this 
institution Hitler decided to dissolve the existing chamber and call for 
new elections in the hope of securing a Reichstag which would support 
his administration. Hitler thus maintained the theory of democracy 
and of a free election. But by this time he could rely, not only on the 
huge party organization, but also upon control of the police and the 
electoral machinery, both of which were freely used in support of his 
bid for power. *In addition, during the early stages of the campaign the 
government issued a special emergency decree which subjected freedom 
of assembly and press to severe restrictions, and in practice these re- 
strictions were enforced only upon the opposition parties. From the 
outset the non-Nazis were severely curbed in the use of the press and 
the radio and in their right of holding political meetings. Such meet- 
ings as were held were frequently broken up by the Nazi Storm Troopers 
while the police passively stood by. 

But all this was not enough. The Nazis to insure success felt it was 
necessary to find or create a new and startling campaign issue — a last- 
minute bolt from the blue. This was found in the burning of the 
Reichstag building a week before the polling took place. There now 
seems to be ample evidence that this act of arson was accomplished with 
the connivance and even with the aid of the Nazi Party itself, but at the 
time all the blame could be and was thrown upon the communists. 
The Nazis asserted that the burning of this one building was evidence 
of a widespread communist plot; that the one way to keep the com- 
munists at bay was by voting the National Socialist ticket. The argu- 
ment was especially effective among the inhabitants of the rural com- 
munities. In addition, the supposed communist plot was made the 
excuse for imprisoning nearly all the communist and many of the Social 
Democratic candidates, thus preventing them from making last-minute 
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campaign speeches. Finally the scare over the ** communist menace*' 
permitted the government to issue an emergency decree indefinitely 
suspending freedom of speech, of person, of press, of assembly, of 
privacy of the mails, and authorizing confiscation of property without 
compensation and for undetermined purposes. This decree was of 
immense value to the National Socialists both during the campaign ana 
during the years which followed; it has never been rescinded. 

As the result of all these tactics the National Socialists had no diffi- 
culty in securing millions of voters for their electoral ticket. The final 
returns showed that over seventeen million had voted for them and an 
additional three million for their allies, the Nationalists. At the same 
time, it should be noted that the Nazis, in spite of all their efforts, polled 
only 44 per cent of the total vote, and even with the Nationalists they 
secured only 52 per cent, little more than a bare majority. If Hitler 
was going to carry through his elaborate program of “reforms’* without 
having continual trouble from the Reichstag, it was obvious that he had 
to do something drastic. He decided that he would force the Reichstag 
to delegate to the government all its legislative powers for a period of 
four years. For this delegation of authority to be accomplished legally 
it was necessary to carry through a constitutional amendment, and this 
in turn required the consent of a two-thirds majority in the Reichstag. 
With a majority of only 52 per cent, how was this to be effected? Hitler 
got rid of a certain amount of opposition by keeping all the communist 
and many of the Social Democratic members in jail. He then succeeded 
in terrorizing a sufficient number of the remaining opposition into sub- 
mission for him to carry through the constitutional amendment (which 
was called the Enabling Act). While debates on this act were going on 
in the Reichstag, the streets of the capital were full of marching Storm 
Troopers. Other such troopers filled the halls of the Reichstag itself 
and the final vote was taken in an indescribable atmosphere of terroriza- 
tion. Nearly everyone believed the recalcitrant members would be 
shot if the bill failed to pass. In the end 441 members voted for the 
act and only 94 against it. Having delegated its powers to the govern- 
ment and having no further duties to perform, the Reichstag imme- 
diately adjourned, leaving the cabinet or rather Hitler himself with an 
absolutely free hand. Incidentally, the original Enabling Act has sub- 
sequently twice been renewed and is still in operation. 

Once Hitler secured absolute power he did not hesitate to use it. The 
transformation of the government into a totalitarian dictatorship, which 
Mussolini took over two years to accomplish, was carried out by Hitler 
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in little over a year. Since 1933 practically all legislation has been by 
governmental decree. All persons in the civil service who were not 
favorable to the Nazi regime were dismissed on the ground that they 
were '‘inimical to the state’’ or “politically undesirable.” The press, 
radio, and cinema were placed under the rigid control of the Minister of 
Enlightenment and Propaganda. The universities and schools were 
handed over for regulation by the Minister of Education. The non- 
Nazi parties were rapidly “liquidated.” The Communist and Social 
Democratic Parties were dissolved by governmental decree. The other 
parties, under pressure from the secret police, “voluntarily” disbanded 
a short time thereafter. The same fate soon befell the Nationalist 
Party, the partner of the Nazis in the government coalition; for having 
secured supreme power, Hitler no longer had need of his former allies. 
In the course of a few months not only did the coalition cabinet become 
a one-party government, but Germany itself became a one-party state. 
A law of 1933 proclaimed that the National Socialist Party was the only 
one in the realm and made it a criminal offense to attempt to establish 
a new party. Not only were the political groups thus liquidated; the 
same fate befell such economic groups as the trade unions. Their 
leaders were arrested and their funds, their offices, and their newspapers 
passed into the hands of the Nazi Party officials. By September, 1933, 
Hitler could openly declare, “The National Socialist movement is the 
German Reich. It is the state.” 

Prior to Hitler’s advent, Germany was a federal, as opposed to a 
unitary, state. Each constituent “land,” or separate state, elected or 
appointed its own officials; each of these units, like an American state, 
was supposed to possess certain innate sovereign powers. This condition 
was considered inconsistent with the carrying-out of the Nazi program. 
Early in 1934 by governmental decree all the sovereign rights of the 
“lands” were transferred to the central government. Thereafter each 
constituent “land” was to be ruled over by a Statthalter or governor 
appointed by the central government and regarded as the personal rep- 
resentative of Hitler. Within each “land” the Statthalter was vested 
with dictatorial powers. He was granted the right to issue all necessary 
governmental decrees, having the validity of law, and also the right 
of appointing and dismissing all local officials. Moreover, Hitler’s 
attempt to secure complete control over every phase of government did 
not stop with the “lands” or larger political units. The authoritarian 
principle was soon applied to the local communes or townships, the 
principal units of local government. A new law required that the head 
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of each such commune must '‘enjoy the confidence of the party and of 
the state” and made it his duty to keep in close touch with the local 
representative of the party. 

The year 1934 was marked by the removal of every obstacle which 
might have impeded the exercise of Hitler's personal and absolute rule. 
June 30, 1934, witnessed the famous "bloody purge” during the course 
of which a large number of prominent political personages were shot. 
Some of these personages, like Von Schleicher, a former chancellor, were 
outside the ranks of the Nazi Party. Others, like the notorious Captain 
Rohm, were themselves prominent National Socialists, but were sus- 
pected of being out of sympathy with some of the policies laid down by 
Hitler. After the successful termination of this purge, the people of 
Germany were so terrified that scarcely a soul dared to whisper any 
objection to whatever action Hitler chose to take. Hitler’s position 
was further aided by the death of President von Hindenburg in August, 
1934. For many months Hindenburg had been little more than a 
puppet in Hitler’s hands. Technically, however, the President of the 
Republic was still Hitler’s superior, and theoretically his consent was 
required for all important governmental decisions. To remove any 
possible source of friction in the future, a governmental decree declared 
Hitler to be both Chancellor and President. Thereafter Hitler, the 
ex-corporal, was both theoretically and practically the supreme and 
absolute lord of Germany. 

Everyone agrees that Hitler rules dictatorially. Most observers 
also agree that he rules ruthlessly and arbitrarily. Yet there can be 
no doubt that his actions have won the admiration of the majority of 
the German people. At the first election after his appointment to the 
chancellorship he and his fellow Nazis received only 44 per cent of 
the total vote. A few months later, when another election was called, 
the National Socialist ticket obtained the endorsement of over forty 
million voters or 92 per cent of the total vote. Since then several elec- 
tions or plebiscites have been held and in each case the Nazis have won 
an overwhelming victory. Participation in the elections is exceedingly 
high, coming close to 100 per cent of those entitled to vote, and yet in 
each case the Nazis have polled well over 90 per cent of the votes, in 
some cases as high as 98 or 99 per cent. It is true that the Nazi list is 
the only one permitted to come before the electorate, that all rival 
groups and parties have been abolished. It is true that many hundreds 
of thousands, possibly several millions, vote for Hitler only because they 
are intimidated or terrorized. It is nevertheless certain that Hitler and 
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the National Socialists have won the confidence of the great majority 
of the German people. It is highly probable that he will retain this 
confidence unless and until be is defeated in a foreign war. 

Most competent observers are agreed that the popularity in Germany 
of the National Socialist cause is due to many reasons, chief among 
which was the disillusionment, disappointment, and despair which 
characterized Germany during the republican era and the fact that 
National Socialism seemed a magical antidote to this situation. There 
were many millions of Germans, especially among the liberal and 
Social Democratic groups, who were inclined to take seriously the 
propaganda stories put out by the Allies during the first World War to 
the effect that they were not fighting against Germany or the German 
people, but only against the Kaiser and kaiserism. Such persons were 
willing to believe that were Germany to become a democracy the Allies 
would gladly aid her in becoming a strong free nation. Such arguments 
enormously helped the German liberals in establishing the Weimar 
Republic of 1919. The subsequent rather harsh treatment of Germany 
by England and more especially by France rudely shattered these illu- 
sions and incidentally caused a large portion of the German public to 
turn against the- whole notion of a liberal-democratic republic. 

The German liberals themselves felt bitterly hurt by the treatment 
meted out to their country, but they persisted in the policy of appease- 
ment and reconciliation with the foreign powers and of fulfillment of all 
the obligations which Germany assumed as the result of her defeat. 
They protested against some of the terms of the Versailles Peace Treaty, 
but they signed this document and tried to carry out its conditions. 
They protested against the French occupation of the Ruhr, but refused 
even to attempt armed resistance. They protested Germany’s inabil- 
ity to pay an^ large sums in the way of reparations, but accepted the 
responsibilities thrust upon them by the Dawes Plan and the Young 
Plan. In each such case there was widespread ill-will aroused, not only 
against the foreign powers, but also against the whole liberal-democratic 
system which came to be associated with ever increasing national 
humiliation. In 1919 the parties which supported the liberal-demo- 
cratic system (namely, the Social Democrats, the Democrats, and the 
members of the Center Party) polled the impressive total of twenty- 
three million out of thirty million votes. In the elections following the 
acceptance of the Treaty of Versailles, the same parties lost a total of 
eleven million votes, three million of which went to the Communists 
and another three million to the Nationalists, both of which groups had 
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voted against the treaty. In this way important support was with- 
drawn from the parties which accepted the liberal theory of govern- 
ment, and .this support was lost permanently. The government parties 
never regained a sufficient majority to rule effectively. 

Careful and objective students of politics are inclined to believe 
that the Allies made a great mistake in their treatment of Germany. 
Either they should have been more conciliatory to the new liberal 
republic, or they should have been much harsher, harsh enough to crush 
the German nation and prevent its rising again as a single unit. Ger- 
many was piqued, she was hurt, she was humiliated, but she was not 
crushed, with the result that the desire to restore Germany's interna- 
tional prestige became a burning flame among the German masses, 
rendering them peculiarly susceptible to the type of propaganda handed 
out by the National Socialists. 

It was by appealing to nationalist sentiment that Hitler secured 
millions of votes, but it must not be forgotten that the real rise of 
Hitlerism was due to its appeal to a certain type of class consciousness 
rather than to a national consciousness. In their burning desire to 
secure power, the Nazis zealously wooed all classes in the population. 
The laboring classes were wooed by appeals to their patriotism and by 
promises of “socialism." The peasants were promised an end of 
“interest slavery," and the partition of the great estates. The upper 
bourgeoisie were promised salvation from Marxism and the destruction 
of the trade unions. All these promises aided Hitler, but they were 
relatively unimportant compared with the appeal he made to, and the 
support he got from, the members of the lower middle class, or, as the 
Germans put it, the Kleinhilrgertum. German National Socialism, like 
Italian Fascism, is essentially the political embodiment of a lower middle 
class ideology, an ideology which came into being because of the eco 
nomic sufferings which the members of this class had to undergo. 

In the turbulent, troubled years following the World War it was the 
German lower middle class which suffered more severely than any other 
section of the community. This class was particularly hard hit during 
the period of inflation (1921-1923). The upper classes, the industrial- 
ists, and the owners of landed estates were still able to live well. In 
many cases inflation aided rather than hurt them. They were able to 
pay off mortgages for a song and could always demand real value for 
their products. The organized proletariat also fared comparatively 
well, as jobs were plentiful and they were able to force up wages to meet 
rising prices. The middle and lower middle classes, however, found 
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themselves on the verge of ruin. Their accumulated savings were 
wiped out, and the salaries and fees of the members of this group rose so 
slowly that hundreds of thousands of middle class families were reduced 
to dire poverty. From the very beginning the National Socialist Party 
championed the interests of this section of the community, and it is sig- 
nificant that its early initial successes took place during this period. 

From 1924 to 1930, Germany was reasonably prosperous, and the 
middle classes shared in this prosperity. They no longer felt desperate, 
and as a result, the National Socialist Party, though continuing to hold 
its own, showed no widespread increase in membership. The impact 
of the great depression and of the huge unemployment which accom- 
panied the depression completely changed the situation. The upper 
classes, though talking about ruin, still had resources from which to 
draw. Most manual workers had unemployment insurance which kept 
them from starvation. It was again the lower middle class, the petite 
bourgeoisie, which was hardest hit. Many of its members were to be 
found among the ever growing ranks of the unemployed, and such per- 
sons had neither financial resources nor unemployment insurance to fall 
back on. As Schuman remarks; 

Material deprivation was less galling than the ubiquitous sense of social 
degradation. Millions of middle class families felt themselves being pushed 
down to the level of the proletariat. A class occupying a middle position in 
the social hierarchy usually develops more resentments and aggressions as a 
result of being depressed to an inferior status than a class which is already 
at the bottom of the social scale and is further impoverished by economic 
adversity.^ 

Of great importance in this connection is the fact that just as Germany 
was humiliated but not crushed, so the lower middle class inside Ger- 
many was humiliated but not crushed. It was humiliated enough to 
feel deep resentment, yet it was still strong enough to rise and smite its 
enemies, real or imaginary. 

People who are desperately impoverished do not ordinarily rebel or protest 
effectively. They are too demoralized and disintegrated as individuals and 
as a group to possess the capacity for collective action. The German Klein- 
hurgertum was not in this position. ... It is arguable that had the Kleinhiir- 
gertum been more impoverished or less impoverished it would have acquiesced 
in its new status. But it was sufficiently impoverished to become acutely 
resentful and not sufficiently impoverished to prevent it from resisting and 
giving effective expression to its bitterness.* 

From a study of developments in Italy and in Germany, we may well 
come to the conclusion that whenever we find a situation where a nation 
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is hurt but not crushed and its lower middle class is hurt but not crushed, 
we are liable to see the rise of a movement similar to Italian Fascism 
and German National Socialism. 

Observers are agreed that the rise of I^tional Socialism is due in large 
measure to its appeal to the German lower middle class. The early 
speeches of Hitler and the early program of the Nazi Party all included 
special appeals to this element in the community. The lower middle 
class was soothed by attacks on the “Marxist” trade unions; it was 
soothed by the statement that “National Socialism recognizes private 
property in principle and gives it the protection of the state.” This 
phase of the Nazi program was to protect the lower middle class from 
the ideology common among the proletariat. At the same time the 
National Socialist program also contained a number of doctrines aimed 
at big business and the wealthy industrialists. Lower middle class un- 
employment was to be done away with, because “the state shall make 
it one of its chief duties to provide work and the means of livelihood for 
the citizens of the state.” Other radical demands included the demand 
for “the abolition of incomes unearned by work and emancipation from 
the slavery of interest charges.” War profits were to be confiscated. 
Business combines and trusts were to be nationalized (but not small 
businesses). 

We demand an extensive development of provision for old age. . . .* Wc 
demand . . . the immediate communalization of the big department stores 
and the lease of the various departments at a low rate to small traders; and 
the greatest consideration shall be shown to all small traders supplying goods 
to the state. 

With such a program it is not surprising that the Nazis were able to 
win the support of the great bulk of the lower middle class. What is 
surprising, and what shows the real propagandistic genius of the Nazi 
leaders, is the fact that they were able to identify the interests of the 
lower middle class with the interests of the nation as a whole. As 
Roberts very justly remarks. Hitler 

made his success possible by the happy fluke or unconscious inspiration 
(who can say which?) of organizing them [the members of the lower middle 
class], not on a class basis against the workers and the aristocrats, but on a 
broadly national basis which could be indefinitely enlarged to include all 

elements within the community He saw the petite bourgeoisie — the salaried 

classes, the small shopkeepers, the farmers and the peasants — were crying for 
organization just as much as the factory proletariat were. He offered them 
Folkic [i.e. national] as opposed to trade union organization, and later en wid- 
ened his organization to take in all sections — whether proletarian or even 
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aristocratic — who were ready to place patriotic over class interests. This 
benevolent inclusiveness — like the amorphous pantheism of some Asiatic reli- 
gion — gained him more and more adherents, so that at last his rally of the 

Kleinhurgertum could be reinterpreted as the rise of a nation He solved 

the neurosis of a single class by invoking the idea of renascent Nationalism 
and discovered that the panacea he had hit upon could be indefinitely ex- 
panded. From being the lord of the Kleinhiirgertum he became the Fuhrer 
of the nation as a whole.® 

THE IDEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND 

After this digression on the life of Hitler and the rise of the National 
Socialist Party, we can return to our main task and examine the basic 
philosophy upon which the Nazi political ideology rests. The Nazis 
have been in power too short a time for them to give a final and definitive 
exposition of their political creed. The three most important sources 
for the study of National Socialist ideology are The Political and Eco- 
nomic Program of the National Socialist German Workers Party, drawn up 
by Gottfried Feder in 1920; Mein Kampf, written by Hitler in the years 
1924-1927; and The Myth of the Twentieth Century, composed by Alfred 
Rosenberg, the semi-official philosopher of the party, in 1930. All three 
of these documents were written prior to the triumph of 1933. It must 
be remembered, however, that the Nazis have been far more consistent 
in their doctrines than have the Italian Fascists. It is true that some 
of the specific demands incorporated in the original Political and Eco- 
nomic Program have never been carried out, nor is it likely that they 
ever will be. Nevertheless there has never been any great deviation in 
basic attitudes since the Nazi Party first appeared on the political 
horizon. The Nazi intellectuals have written many philosophical in- 
terpretations of the Nazi movement since Hitler’s triumph, but nearly 
all their doctrines are merely developments of ideas to be found in 
Rosenberg’s Myth of the Twentieth Century, Such being the case, a 
study of the National Socialist political philosophy should not consti- 
tute too complicated a problem. 

As we have already seen, idealism, traditionalism, irrationalism, and 
Social Darwinism constitute the four basic pillars in the construction of 
nineteenth century etatism and authoritarianism. As National Social- 
ism is clearly etatist and authoritarian, it is interesting to see the atti- 
tude which the Nazis assume toward these four great schools of thought 
and how far they have made use of the arguments which were developed 
by the leaders of each school. In a general way it may be said that the 
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German Nazis, like the Italian Fascists, have been strongly influenced 
by these schools, but that there is a marked difference in emphasis be- 
tween the Germans and the Italians. As we have already had occasion 
to observe, it seems certain that the basic philosophy of Mussolini him- 
self is a combination (taken over from Nietzsche) of irrationalism and 
Social Darwinism, but because of the peculiar nature of the Italian 
political situation, he and his followers have found it advisable to lay 
comparatively little stress upon the doctrines of these two schools and 
to proclaim their allegiance to traditionalism and idealism. In Ger- 
many, on the contrary, we find the Nazis quietly taking over the basic 
assumptions of the traditionalists and the idealists, but without laying 
any great emphasis upon them. It is irrationalism and Social Darwin- 
ism which are made the bases of all major Nazi philosophizing and it is 
upon the teachings of these two schools that the greatest stress is laid. 

Take, for example, the question of traditionalism. In Italy the 
Fascists found an enormous amount of traditional feeling centered in 
the monarchy and in the Roman Catholic Church. When the Fascists 
found that they could cooperate with, or rather make good use of, these 
two institutions and the traditional reverence they insp^ired, they forgot 
all about their futurist background and became zealous advocates of 
traditionalism as a basic political creed. In Germany, on the other 
hand, the situation was very different. From childhood Hitler despised 
the Habsburgs and in later life came to have very little use for the 
Hohenzollerns. Moreover, there was no question of preserving an 
existing monarchy. The ancient monarchy had very definitely been 
overthrown, and Hitler had no intention of re-establishing a dynastic 
house which might interfere with his own exercise of power. Hence he 
found it impossible to make use of the monarchic traditionalism which 
still existed in some parts of Germany. In like manner Hitler found it 
impossible to utilize any traditional reverence for the church. In Italy 
the Catholic Church was a symbol of national unity. In Germany the 
various churches were symbols and memorials of national discord. If 
Germany were to become strong and unified, the Germans must learn to 
forget the religious dissensions of the past and concentrate up>on purely 
national ideals. Finally Hitler strongly disliked the traditional loyalty 
which centered in the petty states into which Germany had long been 
divided. If traditionalism meant separatism, he was strongly against it. 

As there were so few existing traditions of which use could be made, 
it is not surprising that the Nazis have skipped lightly over the subject 
of traditionalism in expounding their political creed. At the same time 
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they are far from being anti-traditionalists as were so many of the clas- 
sical liberals, such as Locke, Rousseau, and Jefferson. No Nazi would 
ever say with the liberals that history is the story of past abuses, or 
that we must be ruled by the living rather than by the dead. Not in- 
frequently passages in Nazi speeches and in Nazi books pay lip service 
and even more to the cause of traditionalism. 

More than fourteen years have passed since the unhallowed day when the 
German people forgot the most precious heritages of the past, its honor and 
freedom. . . . The national government . . . will shield and protect the founda- 
tions on which the strength of our nation rests. ... It will make respect for 
our great past, pride in our old traditions, the bases of education of German 
youth. ^ [And again:] Awake to a realization of your own importance. Re- 
member your past and the achievements of your fathers Forget the four- 

teen years of decay and think of the two thousand years of German history.* 

In Mein Kampf we find Hitler giving a somewhat more philosophical 
exposition of the traditionalist position. 

If any new idea, a new doctrine, a view of life, or also a political as well 
as an economic movement tries to deny the entire past, or wants to deride it 
and to make it valueless, for this reason alone one has to be extremely cautious 
and mistrusting. In most cases the reason for such hatred is either one’s own 
inferiority or even an evil intention in itself. A genuinely blissful renovation 
of mankind would always and forever have to continue to build in that place 
where the last foundation ends. It will not have to be ashamed of using 
existing truths. The entire human culture, as well as man himself, is only 
the result of one long single development, during which every generation 
added to and built in its building stones. The meaning and the aim of revo- 
lutions is not to wreck the entire building, but rather to take away unsuitable 
stuff which had been badly fitted in and to continue to build on and add to 
the healthy spot that has been made free.® 

Rosenberg expresses the same basic concept when he says : 

We must act in accordance with the conditions to be found in our own time. 
This means that we must reject the teachings of the false pseudo-nationalist 
philosophers who, incapable of adjusting themselves to modern times, try to 
find satisfaction in the imitation of the outward forms of antiquity. . . . We 
National Socialists accept with our whole hearts the present epoch, for we 
feel ourselves as vital elements in the renaissance which is now taking place. 
[At the same time we must remember that] a revolution which tries to preach 
“absolutely new ideas” to a nation which has been in existence for thousands 
of years shows th^at it is necessarily unorganic and anti-national in charac- 
ter. For when we find that a nation in the course of its history has never 
accepted certain ideas or certain standards of value, it is evidence that such 
ideas and such standards are essentially alien to its nature. A revolution or 
an evolution is sound only if it aids in restoring to a nation, in our case to Ger- 
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many, some of its everlasting values which have temporarily been neglected. 
. . . The real greatness of the National Socialist movement lies in the fact 
that it is the embodiment of the German National Consciousness in a mod- 
ern form. For this reason we feel closely akin to all the greatness which 
made Germany justifiably proud in the past; for this reason we are the 
enemies of all those who seek to pollute the essence of Germany.^® 

When we try to analyze the various statements which the Nazi 
leaders have made regarding traditionalism, we find that they believe 
in progress, in evolution, and, if necessary, in revolution. They are per- 
fectly willing to destroy the outmoded institutions which have been 
inherited from their ancestors. They do, however, insist that each 
nation has or builds for itself a national mind or consciousness and also a 
national conscience, and that all changes and reforms must be made 
in accordance with the ideas and standards laid down by this national 
consciousness. What these ideas and standards are can only be known 
by a study of the nation’s past. In other words, the Nazi version of 
traditionalism is essentially that espoused by Hegel, by Mazzini, and 
by Treitschke. 

As with traditionalism so with idealism. On the surface it would 
appear that little stress is laid upon the classical idealist philosophy, and 
yet underneath the surface we fine} that idealism in a new and rather 
peculiar form is a basic element in Nazi ideology. It is certainly true 
that the direct influence of that form of the idealist philosophy which 
we call Hegelianism is comparatively small. Hegel is seldom men- 
tioned by the official Nazi spokesmen and when mentioned is usually 
referred to with a sneer.^^ This is rather surprising when we remember 
the important part that Hegel had in shaping the etatist and authori- 
tarian creed in the nineteenth century. This neglect of Hegel is partly 
due to the fact that orthodox Hegelianism was far more popular in the 
universities outside of Germany than in Germany itself at the beginning 
of the twentieth century. It was in England (with the Oxford school), 
and more especially in Italy, that we find the most forceful exponents 
of the Hegelian philosophy^ In Germany, to be sure, there were and 
still are numerous and powerful followers of Hegel in some form or 
other, but in most academic circles it was popular to cry ‘‘Back to 
Fichte” or ‘‘Back to Kant,” at least in the field of metaphysics. As a 
result of this shift in popularity, none of the Nazi ideologists came under 
the influence of orthodox Hegelian professors during their formative 
student years. 

The neglect of Hegel is also due to the fact that there are some fea- 
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tures of the official Nazi creed which are apparently in direct opposition 
to the teachings of metaphysical idealism as expounded by Hegel. To 
Hegel, mind is everything, matter is nothing, or at least nothing but 
the embodiment or the product of mind. Mind creates the brain, not 
the brain the mind ; it is the soul (or Geist) which creates and shapes the 
body, not the body the soul. This doctrine has found great favor with 
the Italian Fascists, but the Nazis, having accepted the doctrine of 
racialism, are forced to reject this whole philosophical position. The 
Nazis prefer to follow H. S. Chamberlain in proclaiming that ''the form 
of the head and the structure of the brain exercise quite decisive influ- 
ence upon the form and structure of the thoughts.'' To them the mind 
and the soul of the Negro must be different from and inferior to the 
mind and the soul of the Nordic because of the differences in their 
physical structure. In like manner the Nazis are too realistic and too 
naturalistic to accept the purely ideological and “idealistic" interpreta- 
tion of the processes of history advanced by Hegel. To Hegel, the 
evolution of the world and of man is caused by the unfoldment of the 
mind according to a logical pattern. To the Nazis the evolution of the 
world and of man is due to the operation of purely natural laws and 
natural processes, such as the struggle for existence and the survival of 
the fittest. Even in the purely political field there is a sharp contrast 
between orthodox Hegelianism with its glorification of the state, and 
National Socialism with its glorification of the Volk or nation. 

At the same time it is true that indirectly, and to a certain extent 
unconsciously, Hegelianism has played an important role in shaping 
Nazi ideology. If the Nazi theorists have read very few of Hegel's own 
works, they have read and accepted the views of many persons who 
themselves were influenced by Hegel. Quite naturally, the Nazis, 
though not agreeing entirely with it, have been deeply affected by the 
political philosophy of the Italian Fascists, and the Fascists have a 
strong dose of Hegelianism in their creed. Moreover, when we read 
any of the major works composed by Nazi leaders, we constantly come 
across phrases and arguments taken over bodily from one or other of 
the numerous second-hand popularizers of Hegelianism who lived during 
the latter part of the nineteenth century. When we read that the Volk 
or nation is “a permanent, supernatural, mystical entity, real beyond 
the existing totality of all inhabitants," we are certain that National 
Socialism has incorporated within its creed much of the Hegelian sys- 
tem. This belief is strengthened when we hear the Nazis say that the 
Volk has a soul, a mind, a real or “objective" will of its own which is 
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different from the subjective caprices and desires of the individual 
citizens, and that the Fuehrer (Hitler) in making his arbitrary decrees 
is only expressing or revealing the real will of the Volk, This whole 
doctrine is obviously a mild transformation of the old Hegelian prin- 
ciples. 

It is true that Hegel in his old age, when he was the official philosopher 
of the Prussian court, glorified the state at the expense of the Volk or 
nation, but in his younger days, when Hegel was still struggling for offi- 
cial recognition, he glorified the Volk at the expense of the state. All 
that the Nazis have done in this respect is to follow the young rather 
than the old Hegel. Moreover, it is quite possible that the Nazis them- 
selves, in the near future, will follow the same line of development as 
did Hegel himself. Before the Nazis acquired power, when they fre- 
quently came into conflict with the state authorities, they were vocifer- 
ous in glorifying the Volk, of which they claimed to be the true repre- 
sentatives, as opposed to the state, which was still in the hands of their 
enemies. Since their political triumph, the Nazis have been far less 
loud in their deprecation of the state. More and more in their writings 
and in their speeches we find the state being identified with the Volk 
and the Volk with the state. In view of this development it seems not 
at all unlikely that eventually the state will receive the same deification 
from the Nazis as it did from Hegel a century earlier. 

The National Socialists have also been profoundly influenced by 
Hegel’s doctrine regarding the relativity of morals, the idea that there 
is no one absolute moral code suitable for all times and all places, but 
only a whole series of regional and temporary moral codes which have 
been created and developed by the different “communities” or nations 
into which humanity is divided. With the Nazis, as with Hegel, this 
doctrine has led to the rejection, not only of international morality, but 
also of international law. Even in the realm of metaphysics, we may 
say that the Nazi attitude on such subjects, as revealed in the works 
of their chief thinkers, is not so much a vehement denial of the Hegelian 
position as a realistic and naturalistic reinterpretation of the Hegelian 
philosophy. Though denying the Hegelian proposition that thought, 
or mind, or spirit is the only reality, they just as adamantly reject 
materialism or the idea that matter is the only ultimate reality. In 
order to avoid the charge of materialism, most of the Nazi writers bring 
forth the idea that matter and spirit are not antithetical, but are two 
aspects of the same reality. Physical characteristics (a certain shape 
of head, etc.) are thus not the causes of corresponding mental character- 
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istics, but are rather the external manifestation of these mental char- 
acteristics. In like manner, nature and God are considered two differ- 
ent aspects of the same ultimate substance, so that the laws of nature, 
including the law of the survival of the fittest, are also the laws of God 
It may be noted that this doctrine, though opposed to orthodox Hegel- 
ianism, is identical with the teachings of many of the so-called left-wing 
Hegelians during the nineteenth century. 

Even more important than Hegelianism proper is the idealistic 
moralism common to Hegel, Fichte, and Kant, as well as to such thinkers 
as Green, Carlyle, and Mazzini. This is the notion that man must seek 
virtue, not pleasure; that he must seek to perform his duty rather than 
secure his rights; that self-sacrifice must take the place of egoistic self- 
interest. The Nazis, like the Fascists, insist that liberalism is inti- 
mately tied up with materialism, hedonism, utilitarianism, the selfish 
pursuit of material comforts, and with the doctrine of the economic man 
who buys in the cheapest and sells in the dearest market irrespective 
of the moral or spiritual problems involved. The Nazis, like the Fas- 
cists, claim that their creed is the expression of a demand for higher 
spiritual values, of political ideals rooted, not in selfish commercialism, 
but in honor, devotion, and loyalty. But though the Nazis and the 
Fascists agree in labeling liberalism as low, selfish, and materialistic, 
there is a notable difference between the idealistic moralism of Italy and 
that of Germany. 

The Nazi writers, unlike the Fascists, attack, not only the selfish 
materialism (identified with the liberal creed), but also the old or false 
type of idealism and favor what they call the new or true type of ideal- 
ism. The Nazis claim that the old, false type of moral idealism is best 
represented by the dogmas of the Catholic Church. The new, true type 
of idealism is the natural product of the Nordic soul, and is, of course, 
the idealism of National Socialism. The old idealism preached remorse 
for sin, humility, forgiveness of injury, love for all mankind. Such an 
idealism is merely the product of the debased Semitic mind. The new 
or true idealism is based upon honor, courage, loyalty, justice (as op- 
posed to forgiveness). The older type of idealism is essentially a moral- 
ity prepared by and for slaves and other oppressed peoples and classes. 
The new type of idealism is based upon a morality fitted to leaders, 
masters, a people proud of their position, and with a delicate sense of 
honor to uphold. The older type of idealism and of morality is based 
upon a dogmatic code such as the table of the Ten Commandments, 
supposedly revealed on Mount Sinai, and enforced by threats of hell fire. 
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The new type of morality is based on “the code of a gentleman/* which 
every person who feels himself to be a gentleman willingly and gladly 
obeys.^2 

According to the Nazi ideology the materialism of the liberals is 
concerned only with the individual and the happiness and the rights 
of the individual. The old, false type of idealism was concerned with 
the universal, or what was supposedly universal, such as humanity as 
a whole. It formulated abstract, rational dogmas which were supposed 
to be true at all places and times. It formulated a supposedly universal 
and absolute code of ethics applicable to all peoples and all races. In 
contrast to all this, the new idealism is devoted neither to the service 
of the individual nor to the service of the universal (i.e., humanity) but 
to the group, that is, to the nation or to the race to which one happens 
to belong. The new idealism rejects the idea that any doctrine is 
universally and absolutely true; it insists that every doctrine is a working 
hypothesis which has been created by and is valid for a particular group. 
It rejects the notion that any moral code can be absolutely and uni- 
versally applicable; it insists that all moral codes are and must be the 
creations of a particular group or race. Every person must render 
blind obedience to some moral code, but it must be to the code which 
his particular group has established. The Nazis try to summarize this 
position by saying that liberalism stands for the “I,“ the Catholic 
Church for the “All,” and National Socialism for the “We.** 

Hitler himself repeatedly speaks of the need for and the value of 
idealism. 

How necessary it is to recognize again and again that idealism is not a super- 
fluous or even a dispensable expression of feeling, but that in truth it was, is, 

and will be the prerequisite for what we call human culture When the 

ideal attitude threatens to disappear, we can at once recognize a reduction of 
that force which forms the community and thus gives culture a presumption. 
As soon as egoism becomes the ruler of the nation, the ties of order loosen and 
in the hunt for their own happiness people fall all the more out of heaven into 
hell. Even posterity forgets those men who only serve their own advantage 
and praises as heroes those who renounce their own advantage.^’ 

But when we ask what is meant by “idealism,** we find that in Hitler*s 
opinion “True idealism is nothing but subjecting the individual's interest 
and life to the community" — to the community, be it noted, and not 
to humanity as a whole or to some abstract ideal. Idealism, to Hitler, 
is thus seen to be identified with patriotism. Any ideal other than a 
patriotic (devotion to the group) ideal is false. “The healthy boy who 
is nauseated by the drivel of an ‘ideal* pacifist, is ready to throw away 
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his young life for the ideal of his nationality." With this conception 
of what is meant by idealism, we are not surprised that Hitler adds, 
“ Idealism alone leads men to voluntary acknowledgment of the privilege 
of force and strength." 

Even to a casual observer it is obvious that the Nazi brand of idealism 
differs from all the older theories of idealism and is an idealism which is 
closely and intimately connected with irrationalism and Social Darwin- 
ism, two fundamental bases of the Nazi ideology; and it is to these 
two principles that we now turn our attention. A close survey of the 
National Socialist literature shows us that the Nazis have accepted 
practically all the irrationalist doctrines and presuppositions. In the 
first place we find it taken for granted that the vast majority of the 
population, or what we call the masses, are thoroughly stupid and irra- 
tional, being guided principally by sentiment, passion, and prejudice. 
Hitler tells us that 

the great masses, out of stupidity or simplicity, usually believe everything.^® 
All propaganda has to be popular. . . . Therefore its spiritual level has to 
be screwed the lower, the greater the mass of people which one wants to at- 
tract The more modest, then, its scientific ballast is, and the more exclu- 

sively it considers the feelings of the masses, the more striking will be its 
success. . . . The great masses’ receptive ability is only very limited, their 
understanding is small, but their forgetfulness is great. . . . The people in an 
overwhelming majority are so feminine in their nature and attitude that their 
activities and thoughts are motivated less by sober consideration than by 
feeling and sentiment.^* 

The Nazis are thoroughly convinced that neither in the political nor 
in the economic sphere is the average man always or even generally 
motivated by rational self-interest. He is apt to buy certain material, 
not because it is the cheapest and the best, but because of habit or pre- 
vailing fashion or as the result of advertising which has appealed to some 
sentiment or emotion. The Nazis thus reject economic determinism and 
regard all doctrines which are based on economic determinism, such as 
Marx’s dialectic materialism, as scientifically unsound. The Nazis go 
even further and claim that in many cases it is easier to sway the masses 
by appealing to what seems to be an unselfish ideal rather than by an ap- 
peal to rational self-interest. 

One does not die for business, but for ideals. Nothing proved the English- 
man’s psychological superiority in knowledge better than the motivation 
with which he cloaked his fight. While we fought for bread, England fought 
for ’‘liberty,” and not even for her own, nor for that of the smaller nations. 
We laughed at this impudence or we were annoyed by it, thus only proving 
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how thoughtless and stupid Germany’s so-called statesmanship had become 
even before the World War.^’ 

Not only are men irrational, but, according to the Nazi ideology, it is 
well that they should be so. In fact the state should see to it that the 
bulk of the population does not seek to become too rational. The in- 
crease of rationalism may well strengthen the principle of rational self- 
interest, and with the strengthening of this principle the power and 
strength of the community is apt to decrease. 

With this end in view the national state must direct its educational work, 
in the first place, not so much towards pumping in mere knowledge as towards 
cultivating thoroughly healthy bodies. After that comes development ol 
mental capability. Here again the formation of character comes first, es- 
pecially encouragement of will power and determination . . . and last of all 
comes schooling in pure knowledge. The national state must act on the pre- 
sumption that a man moderately educated but sound in body, firm in charac- 
ter and filled with joyous self-consciousness and power of will, is of more value 
to the community than a highly educated weakling.^* 

This same principle applies, not merely to the bulk of the population, 
but also to the leaders or rulers of the state. The leaders must, of 
course, be rational enough to recognize the essential irrationality of the 
mob and make use of it; they must be rational enough to lay down defi- 
nite plans and programs and see that they are carried out; but too much 
learning, too much reasoning is apt to ruin the success and the efficiency 
of such leaders. Successful leadership demands fire, zeal, fanaticism, 
and such attitudes are incompatible with a cold-blooded, rational ap- 
proach to the problems of life. 

The more intellectual our statesmen were, the weaker most of them were in 
real accomplishment. Our political preparation for war and our technical 
armaments were insufficient, not because the brains governing our nation 
were too little educated, but rather because our rulers were too highly edu- 
cated, stuffed with knowledge and intellect, but empty of sound instinct and 
utterly Wanting in energy and boldness.^® 

The Nazis insist that, for a nation to be great and powerful, its citizens, 
both the governors and the governed, must be motivated by passionate 
faith, not by cold reason, or, as they put it, what is needed is not Erkennt- 
niSy but Bekenntnis. It is in this connection that they emphasize the 
value of myths. To the Nazis, as to Sorel, a myth is a religious, political, 
or social doctrine which may or may not be true, and which is frequently 
absurd, but which is able to stir the masses to action. The Nazis agree 
with Sorel, moreover, in claiming that unless a nation is dominated b> 
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one or more of these myths, it is bound to degenerate. Germany lost her 
power and prestige, we are told, because 

bourgeois and Marxist Germany had become a nation without a myth, it 
had no highest standard of value in which it believed and for which it was 
ready to fight. It was content to fill its gold sacks and try to dominate the 
world by economic and ‘‘peaceful” methods. . . The task of the much- 
longed-for Germany of the future is to preach to the agonized and misled 
masses a new attitude towards life, to create for them by means of a new 
myth a new standard of value by which all things are to be judged.*^ 

It is largely for this reason that the Nazi leaders insist upon maintain- 
ing a strong and active party organization, even after they have secured 
autocratic control over the state. The state, as such, with its purely 
legalistic machinery can suppress communist or pacifist groups, and can, 
by the threat of imprisonment, restrain its citizens from saying or doing 
certain prohibited things; but all this is negative. Germany can be 
strong only if its citizens can be imbued with passionate devotion to the 
new myth, the myth of the nation and of race which the Nazis have 
created, and it is for the party rather than for the state to .see to it that 
the citizens are won over to belief in this myth. In the older liberal 
countries we had the saying, “Where there is no vision the people per- 
ish,” but it was generally felt that it was for the church rather than for 
the state to give the people this vision. In Germany this saying has 
been changed. to “Where there is no myth the nation perishes,” and it 
is felt that it is for the party rather than for the state, or rather for the 
party working hand in glove with the state, to inculcate this myth in 
the citizenry. 

From the foregoing citations it is obvious that the Nazis accept whole- 
heartedly all the practical implications of the irrationalist creed. But it 
is of equal importance to discover that the Nazis also lay great stress 
upon the more theoretical and metaphysical phases of irrationalism. 
They are, for example, convinced that reason or logic alone can never 
enable us to find out what is good and bad or what is true and false. 
Hitler himself is in no way a metaphysician and is content to sum up 
this phase of the Nazi ideology by remarking, “Feeling often decides 
more accurately than reason.” “ Rosenberg, however, the philosopher 
of the Nazi Party, goes into this problem more seriously. 

According to Hegel, Logic is a God-given science. Such a phrase is a slap 
in the face directed at every true Nordic religion, and at every true form ol 
German and Greek science.^ . . . 

Just as nature and its happenings have nothing to do with reason or logical 
requirements, so during great historical movements the same forces of nature. 
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operating in the human soul, overleap the confining wall of logic.*^ The 
understanding, as we have seen, is a purely formal and therefore an empty 
tool. Its only task is the clarification of causal relationships. As soon as 
one enthrones this understanding as a law-giving sovereign, it means the 
end of all culture.*® . . . The life of a race or nation is not a logically develop 
ing system, nor yet a process which takes place in strict accord with natural 
laws. It is rather the unfolding of a mythical synthesis, an activity of the 
soul, which cannot be explained by logical formulae nor yet by merely apply- 
ing the laws of cause and effect.*® 

The Nazis not only reject the theory that reason or logic can lead us 
to a solution of life's problem, but they also go further and, in agreement 
with such famed irrationalists as James, Bergson, and Nietzsche, they 
assert that there are no such things as eternal objective laws or eternal 
objective truths. The eternal truths postulated by the philosophers, the 
eternal laws of nature postulated by the scientists, are merely subjective 
creations of the intellect. Such truths and such laws are always Inac- 
curate, are always distortions of reality, but they have served a very 
useful purpose in allowing man to act and have thus aided in the preser- 
vation of the race. To the Nazis, as to William James, all scientific laws 
are merely working hypotheses, not necessarily true, but valuable aids 
to further experimentation or in controlling material objects. To the 
Nazis, as to Nietzsche, there are no eternal or absolute moral codes, all 
moral codes being merely codes of discipline which a group or community 
has drawn up as an aid in its struggle with other groups and other com- 
munities. Each moral code is, therefore, but a weapon in the commun- 
ity's struggle for power. 

In taking this position the Nazis are in close accord with many of the 
distinguished irrationalist philosophers who preceded them. On one 
important point, however, the Nazis have departed from their predeces- 
sors and have added a new and very characteristic doctrine of their own. 
This is the doctrine that every nation, and more especially that every 
race, is bound to have an intellectual and a moral standard peculiar to it- 
self. What seems true to the mind of a German does and must seem false 
to the mind of a ’Chinese. What seems good to the conscience of a 
Nordic does and must seem bad to the conscience of a Negro. The diver- 
gence in intellectual and moral standards is not due to differences of en- 
vironment or education or tradition, but to the fundamental differences 
in racial characteristics. To the Nazis there is not and never will be in- 
ternational morality, or international philosophy, or even international 
science. 

The Nazis arrive at this extraordinary conclusion by claiming that 
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there is no pure abstract reasoning or pure abstract science. “There is 
no such thing as science without certain presuppositions. “ Even 

when we argue logically, we start from a few basic axioms, and these 
axioms are not logical in character; they are taken for granted, they are 
“felt” to be true, and such “feelings” differ from nation to nation and 
from race to race. In the case of science, the non-logical presuppositions 
which are always present 

are the ideas and the theories, the hypotheses which guide the varbus re- 
search activities along certain lines. . . . These ideas are as much conditioned 
by race as are the evaluations placed upon things by the will. A definite 
type of soul, or race, approaches the problems of the universe in a very dif- 
ferent way than does another type. Problems which perplex a Nordic nation 
appear to the Jews or the Chinese to constitute no problem at all. Things 
which become problems to an Occidental seem to other races as riddles which 
have already been solved.** 

The Nazis do not hesitate to assert that even in such abstract fields as 
mathematics and physics there are and must be national and racial 
standards of true and false. The Nazi mathematicians inform us:, 

We serve the German way in mathematics and wish to cultivate it. . . 
Creative mathematics develops the stronger and achieves the greater impor- 
tance for the world, the deeper it is rooted in the national spirit.*® 

In like manner we find a Nazi who is also a distinguished scientist writing 
a book on German Physics which begins with the words: 

German Physics? one asks. I might rather have said Aryan Physics, or 

the Physics of the Nordic species of man But I shall be answered “Science 

is and remains international.” It is false. Science, like every other human 
product, is racial and conditioned by the blood. 

This new concept of national as opposed to international science permits 
the Nazi physicists to attack Einstein’s theory of relativity as a produci 
of the Semitic mode of thought, and unworthy of acceptance by the 
German people. “To the abstract mathematical junk of the Jewish 
physicists,” they oppose “the living conception of high and holy laws 
of nature, such as the Nordic investigator wins for himself.” 

If the Nazis regard mathematics and physics as essentially national 
and racial in character, it goes without saying that these same principles 
apply in even greater measure to the other less exact sciences. The Ger- 
man approach to the problems of the living organism, of society, of 
finance, must necessarily differ from that of other people; hence there 
must be a specifically German sociology, a German biology, a German 
economics. Nietzsche’s conception that all knowledge, all science, is 
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merely a weapon, an efficient even though inaccurate weapon wherewith 
an individual or a group struggles for power over nature and over other 
individuals and groups, is clearly reflected in many of the Nazi writings. 
Thus we find a leading Nazi scholar declaring: 

We renounce international science. We renounce the international re- 
public of learning. We renounce research for its own sake. We teach and 
learn medicine, not to increase the number of known microbes,^ but to keep 
the German people strong and healthy. We teach and learn history, not to 
say how things actually happened, but to instruct the German people from 
the past. We teach and learn the sciences, not to discover abstract laws, 
but to sharpen the implements of the German people in competition with 
other peoples.*^ 

If the Nazis have convinced themselves that there is a national as 
opposed to an international standard as to what is true and false, it goes 
without saying that they find no difficulty in persuading themselves that 
there is only a national as opposed to an international standard of what 
is good and bad. We get a mild foretaste of this idea in the twenty-five- 
point program which the Nazi Party put forward in 1920. The twenty- 
fourth point in this program declares, “We demand liberty for all reli- 
gious denominations in the state in so far as they are not a danger to it 
and do not militate against the moral sense of the German race.'' In the 
official interpretation of this program it is again stated that the Nazis 
demand “suppression and discouragement of dogmas which are opposed 
to the German moral sense." The later ideologists have expanded and 
crystallized the dogma behind this statement, until it now reads that 
each race and nation has its own instinctive moral sense and its own in- 
stinctive moral code and that the individual citizen owes obedience to 
this code and to no other. 

Rosenberg expounds this position clearly by saying that when some 
thinkers 

declare that God is the measure of all things ... it is soon evident that 
what they really mean is that the priests constitute the measure of all things. 
In contrast to such notions the new-born [i.e., Nazi] philosophy declares that 
the racially determined national soul is the measure of all of our thoughts, 
of our aspirations and actions, the final standard wherewith to judge all 
values.^* 

To Rosenberg it seems obvious that the Jews have a moral sense peculiar 
to themselves, a moral sense that is embodied in the commandments of 
the Old Testament and in the Talmud. This moral sense is all very 
well — for the Jews; but it is inconsistent with the moral sense which 
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the Germans have inherited from their ancestors. The moral command- 
ments of the New Testament and of the Catholic Church are, according 
to the Nazi theory, very largely the product of the Graeco- Roman moral 
sense, and hence are much higher than those produced by the Jews. 
Nevertheless, even these commandments are not quite consistent with 
the moral ideas which are the unconscious product of the German 
national soul, and on every important moral issue the German citizen is 
obliged to follow the dictates of this soul rather than the dictates of Rome. 

The denial of any objective, universal, absolute standard of morality 
— the idea that the moral code which the individual must obey is the 
one created by the nation in which one lives — puts the Nazis in close 
accord with Hegel, save that the Nazis introduce the non-Hegelian con- 
cept of race. As we read further in the Nazi books, however, we find 
that the Nazis go far beyond Hegel and approach the attitude toward 
morals assumed by Nietzsche. Nietzsche, it will be remembered, taught 
that every moral code is but a weapon created by a group to aid it in its 
struggle for power; that each group develops a standard of action based 
primarily on its desire to preserve and universalize its own type; that all 
moral valuations are nothing more than the expressions of the needs of 
the particular community of that which is to its own advantage. It is 
only when we bear Nietzsche’s philosophy in mind that we can under- 
stand the true meaning of the official statement of the Nazis that right 
is whatever prbfits the National Socialist movement and therewith Germany'' 
and that wrong is whatever hinders or handicaps this movement. 

Even a casual survey of the Nazi literature shows us that irrationalism 
with all its ramifications is an integral and essential part of the National 
Socialist philosophy. Such a survey also shows us that the Nazi creed is 
equally dependent upon the teachings of Social Darwinism. Social 
Darwinism, as we know, starts with the proposition that all progress, all 
evolution is the result of the struggle for existence and the survival of the 
fittest. To the Nazis this process is not merely a part of the laws of 
nature; it is also a part of the laws of God. 

Nature’s will is the continuous improvement of all life and consequently 
her law is the continuous victory of the stronger over the weaker species, 
the stronger elements of a stock over the weaker, the stronger race over the 
weaker race.^^ 

Both Hitler and Rosenberg tell us that humanitarianism, pacifism, 
democracy, egalitarianism are basically wrong because they are con 
trary to '‘the aristocratic principle in Nature; instead of the eternal 
privilege of force and strength [they] set up the mass and dead weight of 
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numbers/’ In the end, all-powerful Nature is bound to win. As all 
these principles (democracy, etc.) are contrary to Nature’s laws, Nature, 
sooner or later, will revenge herself by completely destroying all the in- 
stitutions based on these principles.®^ Moreover, the laws of Nature are 
the laws of God. In struggling to restore the principle of natural selec- 
tion, the Nazis are thus, we are told, working on behalf of the Deity. In 
fact Hitler expressly tells us that in advocating Social Darwinism “ I . . 
act in the sense of the Almighty Creator ... I am fighting for the 
Lord’s work.” ” 

In stressing the importance of Social Darwinism, Rosenberg declares, 
‘‘We acknowledge the old saying that combat is the father of all things, 
not only as an empty formula but as the content of our lives.” It is. 
because of his profound belief in Social Darwinism that Hitler is so vio- 
lent in his opposition to birth control. 

Once propagation as such has been limited and the number of births re- 
duced, the natural struggle for existence, that allows only the very strongest 
and healthiest to survive, is replaced by the natural urge to “save” at any 
price also the weakest and even sickest, thus planting the germ for a succession 
that is bound to become the more miserable the longer this derision of Nature 
and her will is continued. The result will be that one day existence in this 

world will be denied such a people A stronger generation will drive out 

the weaklings, because in its ultimate form the urge to live will again and 
again t)reak the ridiculous fetters of a so-called “humanity” of the individual, 
so that its place will be taken by the “humanity” of Nature which destroys 
weakness in order to give its place to strength.®® 

The Nazis are thus seen to be passionate apostles of Social Darwinism, 
but it is important to note that the Nazis have accepted, not the version 
of this creed preached by Herbert Spencer, but rather the version 
preached by Walter Bagehot. Spencer, it will be remenjhered, thought 
of the struggle for existence as a struggle between individuals — “each 
man for himself and the devil take the hindmost.” Bagehot, on the 
other hand, gave a collectivist or group interpretation of the doctrine of 
natural selection. Bagehot’s first basic doctrine was that those individ- 
uals who are willing and able to band together to form a group invariably 
win in the struggle against those individuals who remain isolated. 

An aggregate of families owing obedience to a single head would be sure to 
have the better of a set of families acknowledging no obedience to anyone. . . . 
Homer’s Cyclops would be powerless against the feeblest band. 

Bagebot’s second basic doctrine is that, in the struggle between groups, 
those groups survive and prosper which are most compact, are best 
disciplined, and are the most homogeneous in character. 
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Unless you can make a strong co-operative bond your society will be con- 
quered and killed out by some other society which has such a bond. . . . What 
makes one tribe differ from another is their relative faculty of coherence. 

. . . The compact tribes win. 

For a tribe to secure the maximum amount of coherence and compactness 
it is necessary for its members to hate all aliens and to persecute and sup- 
press all aberrant minorities. 

From their numerous writings it is clear that the Nazis give whole- 
hearted support to both of Bagehot’s basic doctrines. As the individual 
who fights alone is bound to be overcome, 

the instinct of preserving the species is the first cause of the formation of 
human communities. . , . The preservation of the existence of a species presup- 
poses the individual’s willingness to sacrifice himself. . . . The most ess'ential 
support for the formation and preservation of a state is the presence of a 
certain feeling of homogeneity ... as well as the readiness to risk one’s life 
for this with all means [And again:] The greater the individual’s readi- 

ness to subordinate his purely personal interests, the more increases also the 
ability for the establishment of extensive communities. This will to sacrifice 
in staking his personal labor and, if necessary, his own life for others is most 
powerfully developed in the Aryan. He is greatest not in his mental capaci- 
ties but in the extent to which he is ready to put all his abilities at the service 
of the community.'** 

It is, we are told, because of the coherence, the compactness of the 
Aryans that th.ey have been able to dominate the rest of the world. It is 
because the Germans were less coherent, compact, homogeneous than 
the surrounding peoples that they have so frequently met with defeat. 

The German people lack that sure herd-instinct which . . . saves nations 
from their downfall Had the German people in their historical develop- 

ment possessed that herd-like unity which other nations had, the German 
Reich today would probably dominate the whole world. 

The Nazis believe that the major task of their movement is to imbue 
the Germans with this herd instinct and thereby permit the German 
domination of the world. They are convinced that if Germany is made, 
by force if necessary, compact, coherent, homogeneous — herd-like — she 
is bound to triumph over the liberal countries^-^ith their “absurd” 
doctrine of individualism. Individualism to the i^azis means selfishness, 
egoism, the unwillingness of the individual to sacrifice himself for the 
welfare of the group. The freedom of thought and speech permitted 
in the liberal countries is, according to Nazi ideology, a sign of weak- 
ness, as this freedom destroys the compact, coherent nature of the coun- 
try concerned. By whipping up hatred for the foreigner and for the 
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Jew, by the ruthless suppression of all minorities who dare openly to say 
or do anything contrary to the dominant culture pattern, the Nazis feel 
that they have placed Germany in a position where she is invincible to 
any attack directed against her by countries in which liberal principles 
still hold their vogue. 

The Nazis have taken over Bagehot’s version of Social Darwinism al- 
most in its entirety. They have also been influenced, but to a lesser ex- 
tent, by the interpretation given Social Darwinism by Gumplowicz anei 
the members of his school. Gumplowicz, it will be remembered, thought 
that all social progress, the development of all early culture, takes place 
not merely through the struggle between groups, but more especially as 
the result of the domination of one group (or race) by another. Hitler 
makes a special application of this principle by claiming that all culture 
originated when members of the Aryan race conquered members of the 
inferior races. 

Without this possibility of utilizing inferior men, the Aryan would never 
have been able to take the first step towards his later culture. . . . For the 
formation of higher cultures the existence of inferior men was one of the most 
essential presumptions because they alone were able to replace the lack of 
technical means without which a higher development is unthinkable. The 
first culture of mankind certainly depended less on the tamed animal, but 
rather on the use of inferior people. ... It is no accident that the first cultures 
originated in those places where the Aryan, by meeting lower peoples, sub- 
dued them and made them subject to his will."^ 

The Nazis have also taken over the notion, so dear to Gumplowicz, 
that political institutions proper, that is, the true state and its organiza- 
tion, as opposed to mere tribal organization, originated through con- 
quest, the subjugation and domination of one group by another. The 
Nazis dismiss with a sneer the old notion that the state originated with a 
social contract, voluntarily entered into by persons previously living in a 
state of isolation. They also attack the doctrine, preached by Aristotle, 
that the first unit was the family and that the family slowly and sponta- 
neously developed into the tribe, and the tribe into the state. Rosenberg 
tells us: 

The family has sometimes shown itself a strong, at other times a weak, 
basis for political and national organization. Quite often the family has con- 
sciously been made to serve such organizations, but it was never the cause 
or even the most important support of a state, that is to say, of a real political 
or social community.^^ 

Political organization, Rosenberg goes on to say, is always the result of 
the activities of a Mdnnerbund, a group or band of meriy united by a com- 
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mon discipline and aiming after a common goal. In most cases this 
group of men consisted of warriors belonging to a single clan, tribe, or 
horde who united in an effort to ward off attacks from alien groups. By 
the complete conquest of one tribe by another, the men of this warrior 
group became the members of a governing class of a new political unit, 
the germ of what we now call the state.^^ 

All this is in close accord with the teachings of Gumplowicz. The 
Nazis differ from Gumplowicz on only one important point. Gumplo- 
wicz taught that though the state originates by conquest, the various ele- 
ments within the state, that is, the conquerors and the various conquered 
groups, must and should eventually amalgamate for further progress to 
take place. The Nazis, on the other hand, because of their racialist 
doctrine, are insistent that for the conquerors to intermingle with the 
conquered means cultural and social decay. 

As soon as the subjected peoples began to rise and approached the con- 
querors linguistically, the sharp separating wall between master and slave 
fell. He became submerged in the race mixture till at last ... he began to 
resemble more the subjected and the aborigines than his ancestors. For 
some time he may still live on the existing cultural goods but then petrifaction 
sets in, and finally oblivion.^ 

The Nazis not only give wholehearted support to the doctrines of 
Social Darwinism proper, they are also enthusiastic in their support of 
the eugenic creed, which, though separate from, is closely related to 
Social Darwinism. It will be remembered that the orthodox eugenists 
have several basic doctrines. (1) Men are naturally and innately un- 
equal. (2) These innate differences tend to be hereditary. (3) The in- 
nately superior persons and stocks tend to rise to the top of the social 
ladder. Closely associated with this doctrine is the idea that it is the 
duty of the state to strengthen this tendency; to make sure by legislation 
that control over the state rests with the superior stocks and with these 
alone. (4) Under present conditions superior stocks show a tendency to 
die out while the inferior stocks are increasing in number. A corollary 
to this doctrine is the notion that it is the duty of the state to see that 
this tendency is reversed, if necessary by the use of force. 

The Nazi leaders have embraced all these doctrines with wholehearted 
delight, as is evidenced not only in their writings, but also in the decrees 
and laws they have imposed on Germany since their accession to power. 
The so-called Nazi Primer, an official textbook issued by the Nazi Party 
for educational purposes, is full of references to all of the basic tenets of 
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the eugenist creed. The doctrine of the innate inequality of men is 
stated in the following words: 

The foundation of the National Socialist outlook on life is the perception 
of the unlikeness of men. . . . Every attentive observer can recognize distinc- 
tions among men in physical size and shape ... but there are also distinctions 
among men with respect to mental and spiritual traits. ... To one person work 

is a curse from heaven ... for another it is a necessity of life For some 

courage and loyalty are the very marks by which they treasure and value a 
man. . . . For some courage and loyalty are nothing but great stupidities. . . . 
Men must therefore be considered with respect to their inner make-up.^^ 

The Nazis, like the eugenists, are insistent that these inequalities are 
not the result of education or environment, but of heredity. “Inherit- 
ance is in the long run always victorious over environmental influences. 
All arguments and political demands which are based on the belief in 
the power of environment are therefore false and weak.”^® The Nazis, 
like the eugenists, also deny the inheritance of acquired characteristics. 

The eugenist doctrine that the superior stocks tend to rise above the 
inferior stocks in the social and economic sphere is paraphrased by the 
Nazis to read that in the long run Nature sees to it that the strong tri- 
umph over the weak and the clever over the stupid. We are told that 

the basic idea of Nature is aristocratic.'*® The stronger has to rule . . . only 
the born weakling can consider this as cruel. . . . The fight for daily bread 
makes all those succumb who are weak, sickly and less determined. The 
fight ... is thus a cause for its development towards a higher goal.®® 

But though the Nazis agree that the control of the inferior stocks by the 
superior stocks is right and in accordance with the eternal laws of Nature, 
they are less convinced than the eugenists that the present social, eco- 
nomic, and political set-up aids the triumph of the better stocks. To 
their minds a democratic constitution usually means control by a few 
demagogues who are frequently very inferior persons. The present 
economic organization often means that financial success comes to the 
unscrupulous speculator, another inferior sort of person. The Nazis 
claim that in their new state they will be able to put a stop to such a con- 
dition of affairs and restore the “ natural “ order of things by placing the 
true aristocrats at the top of the social, political, and economic ladder. 

In claiming that political and economic control should rest in the 
hands of the “true“ aristocrats, the Nazis emphasize that they have 
little use for the upper classes of old Imperial Germany. They believe 
that supreme power should lie with one man (the principle of leadership), 
but they are certain that this man should be neither a Habsburg nor 
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a Hohenzollern. It must not be forgotten that most of the Nazi 
leaders come from the lower middle class, and this class looked upon 
the old hereditary aristocracy with envy and dislike, feelings voiced by 
Hitler when he speaks of “the present-day decadence of our upper ten 
thousand.” The Nazis claim that many of the old aristocrats are 
descended from men who secured their titles merely because they were 
fawning courtiers. Moreover, the old aristocracy had no regard for 
eugenics and eugenic laws, married heiresses of biologically inferior stock 
and hence have degenerated. In place of this old aristocracy, the Nazis 
are vociferous in demanding the creation of a new aristocracy, and 
Darre, one of the major figures in the Nazi movement, has written a 
special book on the subject, Netiadel aus Blut und Boden. The new 
aristocracy is to be composed of the finest stock in the country irrespec- 
tive of former social or economic position. Normally this new aris- 
tocracy is to be hereditary, but titles are to be transmitted to children 
only if these children are bred in strict accord with eugenic laws 

The Nazis lay great emf)hasis upon the fourth doctrine in the eugenist 
creed, namely, that under present conditions the superior stocks are 
relatively infertile, and the inferior stocks relatively prolific. ' 

The less worthy multiply without restraint and are continually spreading 
their hereditary sufferings abroad. We see that from the fact that in Germany 
the average number of children amounts to 2.2 in the case of sound families; 
3.5 in the case of weak-minded families; 4.9 in the case of criminal families. 
Thus the number of less worthy rose from 10 per 1,000 inhabitants in 1880 
to 40 in 1930. While the increase of the total population during this period 
ran to about 50 per cent, during this same period the less worthy increased by 
about 300 per cent, that is, six times faster than the whole population.®* 

The Nazis insist that there is a grave national peril in such a situation 
and that the state must use forceful measures to see that this process is 
reversed. Hitler himself tells us that the state 

has to take care that only the healthy beget children. . . . The state has to 
appear as the guardian of a thousand years’ future in the face of which the 
wish and the egoism of the individual appears as nothing and has to submit. 
... It has to declare unfit for propagation everybody who is visibly ill and 
has inherited a disease and it has to carry this out in practice. On the other 
hand, it has to care that the fertility of the healthy woman is not limited 
by the financial mismanagement of a State regime which makes children a 
curse for the parents. It has to do away with that foul, nay criminal, indif- 
ference with which today the social presumptions of a family with many chil- 
dren is treated. . . 

The actions of the Nazis since they came into power show that to 
them eugenics is not a mere idle theory, but a fundamental principle 



NATIONAL SOCIALISM 


637 

which must be applied at all costs. It is certainly true that Nazi Ger- 
many has done more to carry out the program demanded by the eugenists 
than any other country. Among persons of sound stock, early marriage 
and large families are encouraged by direct financial support through 
government loans and through release from taxation. On the other 
hand, all couples intending to marry must submit to the registrar a 
certificate from a public health officer showing that they are not infected 
with any mental or bodily disease which would prevent their having 
healthy offspring. All doctors are bound to report cases of hereditary dis- 
ease to the government and all persons who are found to be afflicted with 
such congenital ailments are prevented from reproducing themselves, 
either by being sterilized or by being castrated. Mental diseases as well 
as physical defects and deformities entail sterilization because of their 
hereditary character. The exact number of sterilizations already per- 
formed is not known; it is estimated at more than half a million and 
nearly three million additional persons are said to be earmarked for 
treatment.®"^ 

The Nazis have made the teachings of the Social Darwinists and of 
the eugenists an integral part of their ideology. Even so, both these 
creeds sink into insignificance compared with the emphasis laid upon the 
doctrines taken over from the racialist school. As Hiller himself says, 
“All that is not race in this world is trash. “ In like manner Rosenberg 
informs us, “The idea of the genuine national state was born out of the 
concept of race. This idea is the final criterion of our judgment of all 
we do on earth.” In other words, to the Nazis the teachings of Social 
Darwinism and eugenics are true, but they are of importance only be- 
cause of the light they throw upon the important problem of race. 

The Nazi theories regarding race have been token over bodily from 
the teachings of such men as Gobineau, H. S. Chamberlain, and Hans 
Gunther, and as we are already familiar with these teachings it is un- 
necessary to give more than casual attention to the Nazi statements on 
the subject. The Nazis, like the earlier racialists, are thoroughly con- 
vinced that just as certain family stocks are innately superior to certain 
other family stocks, so are certain races innately and eternally superior 
to the other races. They are equally convinced that each race has not 
only its own physical characteristics, but also certain mental, emotional, 
and spiritual traits which are peculiar to itself. These two doctrines are 
the two foundation stones upon which the whole Nazi racial ideology 
has been erected. Rosenberg summarizes these two positions when he 
says: 
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The belief in the worth of Blood is the basic presupposition in the National 
Socialist philosophy of life. The essential meaning of this belief is that a- 
definite creative soul, a definite type of character, a definite type of mentation 
is always associated with a definite racial type. It is not accident that the 
heroic figure of Siegfried is both a creation of German minds and a model /or 
German minds, while the unscrupulous and deceiving Jacob is the ideal 
character of the Jews. ... It is no accident that those who hold fast to honor 
are slender, tall, light-eyed, powerful men, while the descendants of Father 
Jacob are bent, flat-footed, dark, curly-locked figures.*^® 

Hitler sums up his racial creed by saying: * 

In the blood alone there rests the strength as well as the weakness of man. 
As long as people do not recognize and pay attention to the importance of 
their racial foundations, they resemble people who would like to teach the 
greyhound qualities to poodles without realizing that the greyhound’s speed 
and the poodle’s docility are qualities which are not taught but are peculiar 

to the race Without the clearest recognition of the race problem there 

will be no rise of the German nation.®^ 

Hitler is violently opposed to the idea that the mental and emotional 
characteristics of a race are the result of environment. 

No matter how much the soil is able to influence the people, the result will 
always be a different one, according to the races under consideration. The 
scanty fertility of a living space may instigate one race towards the highest 
achievements, while with another race this may only become the cause for 
the most dire poverty The inner disposition of. the peoples is always deci- 
sive for the 'way in which outward influences work themselves out. What 
leads one people to starvation, trains the other for hard work.®* 

Hitler, like the earlier racialists, is convinced that all culture and civi- 
lization is the product of a small number of gifted races, perhaps of a 
single race. 

Everything that we admire on this earth — science and art, techniques and 
invention, is only the creative product of a few peoples, and perhaps originally 
of one race. On them now depends also the existence of this entire culture. 
If they perish, then the beauty of this earth sinks into the grave with them.®^ 

Hitler then proceeds to show, to his own satisfaction, that neither the 
black nor the yellow races can be considered the creators of culture. In 
fact, to his mind the members of the black races can scarcely be consid- 
ered human. 

From time to time it is demonstrated to the German petty bourgeois in 
illustrated periodicals that for the first time here or there a negro has become a 

lawyer, teacher, even clergyman, or even a leading opera tenor While 

the stupid bourgeoisie^ marvelling, takes cognizance of this miraculous train- 
ing .. . the Jew knows very slyly how to construe from this a new proof of the 



NATIONAL SOCIALISM 


639 

correctness of his theory of the equality of men which he means to instill into 
the nations. It does not dawn upon this depra^^ed bourgeois world that here 
one actually has to do with a sin against all reason; that it is a criminal 
absurdity to train a born half-ape until one believes a lawyer ha^^ been made 
of him, while millions of members of the highest culture race have to remain 
in entirely unworthy positions; that it is a sin against the will of the eternal 
Creator to let hundreds and hundreds of thousands of His most talented 
beings degenerate in the proletarian swamp of today while Hottentots and 
Zulu Kafirs are trained for intellectual vocations. . . . The same trouble and 
care, applied to the intelligent races, would fit each individual a thousand 
times better for the same achievements.*^® 

The Nazis are all agreed that the yellow races (and their cousins, 
the members of the brown and red races) are considerably higher than 
the Negroes, for, whereas the Negroes are normally culture-destroying, 
the Asiatics are capable of adopting and preserving many phases of the 
highest culture. Nevertheless these Asiatics must be regarded as dis- 
tinctly mediocre, as they seldom if ever display any genuine creative 
ability. 

In a few decades the entire east of Asia will call a culture its own, the 
ultimate bavses of which will be Hellenic spirit and German technique. . . . 
It is not the case, as some people claim, that Japan adds European techniques 
to her culture, but European science and techniques are trimmed with Japanese 
characteristics. ... If, starting today, all further Aryan influence upon Japan 
should stop . . . then a further development of Japan's present rise in science 
and technology could take place for a little while longer; but in the time of a 
few years the source would dry out. Japanese life would gain, but its culture 
would stiffen and fall back into the sleep out of which it was startled seven 
decades ago. . . 

Having surveyed the world. Hitler comes to the conclusion that it is 
only the white races which can be considered really superior or culture- 
creative groups. But even among the white races there are wide diver- 
gences. More especially, according to Hitler, is there fundamental dis- 
tinction between the Semites, especially the Jews, and the Aryans. 
Hitler is insistent that the Jews constitute, not a religious or a cultural 
group, but a distinct race with mental and emotional characteristics 
peculiar to itself. The Jew, like the Asiatic, “was never in possession of 
a culture of his own, the bases for his spiritual activity having been 
furnished by others." The Jew, moreover, because of his racial back- 
ground, is thoroughly egoistic and materialistic. All these qualities are 
innate, and it is useless to try to change them through education or reli- 
gious conversion. The Semites being thus eliminated from the ranks of 
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the culture -creative peoples, it follows that the race which is really im- 
portant and really superior is the so-called Aryan race. 

What we see before us of human culture today, the results of art, science, 
and techniques, is almost exclusively the creative product of the Aryan. But 
just this fact admits of the not unfounded conclusion that he alone was the 

founder of higher humanity as a whole He is the Prometheus of mankind, 

out of whose bright forehead springs the divine spark of genius at all times. . . . 
Exclude him, and deep darkness will again fall upon the earth, perhaps even, 
after a few thousand years, human culture would perish and the world would 
turn into a desert.®* 

While willing to admit that all branches of the Aryan race constitute a 
superior group, Hitler is nevertheless insistent that the purest Aryan 
stock is to be found in Germany; hence the Germans are, racially speak- 
ing, the finest group anywhere in the world. The Latin peoples to him 
are indeed Aryan, but their Aryanism has been corrupted by intermix- 
ture with Semitic and Negro stocks. In like manner the Slavs, originally 
an Aryan people, have been polluted by intermarriage with Asiatics. 

It is typical of Hitler, with his educational background, that he, like 
some of the earlier racialists, persists in confusing racial and linguistic 
terms. As we know, the words Semitic and Aryan, properly speaking, 
af;)ply only to certain language families, and it is a great pity that Hitler 
constantly makes use of such words in a racial sense. It must be admit- 
ted, however, that the Nazi racial ideology is not entirely dependent upon 
this confusion of racial and linguistic terms, for if Hitler himself is rather 
vague about the meaning of the word ''race,'" some of his co-leaders are 
much more precise about such matters. Rosenberg, for example, and 
the authors of the semi-official Nazi Primer are well acquainted with all 
the jargon of modern anthropology, and such persons are much more 
careful in their use of terms. In place of ambiguous words, as Semites 
and Aryans, they use such justifiable words as Nordic, Alpine, Mediter- 
ranean, Dinarian, Armenoid, etc. It seems highly probable that such 
racial types do really exist. The only point on which orthodox anthro- 
pologists disagree with the Nazis is whether or not these various body 
types are associated with peculiar mental or emotional characteristics. 

Whereas Hitler, like Count Gobineau, glorifies the Aryan race without 
telling us what this race looks like, Rosenberg, as most of the later 
racialists, glorifies the Nordic race, the members of which are tall, slen- 
der, long-headed, blond, blue-eyed. Rosenberg would, of course, justify 
the Fuehrer’s use of the word Aryan on the grounds that whereas many 
different races have learned to speak Aiyan languages, the original 
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Aryan tongue was developed among the members of the Nordic race, 
and that it was Nordic conquests which resulted in the Aryanization of 
the rest of the world. There is, incidentally, one phase of Rosenberg's 
Nordic doctrine that appears to be peculiar to himself. Most racialists 
admit ignorance as to where the Nordic race originally evolved, but 
Rosenberg tells us that it probably came from the now submerged con- 
tinent of Atlantis. 

Even the most violent Nazis are willing to admit that racial mixture 
has taken place for so long that pure races scarcely exist today. Even 
Germany has many different races within its boundaries. They soon 
add, however: 

One thing does distinguish peoples from each other. . .: the proportion of 
the races is different. Many peoples in Europe have preserved above all the 
Nordic character, others the Western [i.e., Mediterranean] or Eastern [i.e., 
Alpine] or East Baltic, and so forth.®^ 

According to this view Germany is great because “the principal ingredi- 
ent of our people is the Nordic race,“ and the Nordic race is 

uncommonly gifted mentally ... is outstanding for truthfulness and en- 
ergy. . . . Nordic men possess a great power of judgment. . . . They are 
persistent and stick to a purpose. . . . They are predisposed to leadership by 
nature.®® 

France, on the other hand, is to be regarded as decadent because the 
Nordic element so prominent in earlier times has now largely died out. 
Present-day France is now predominantly Alpine, and the members of 
the Alpine or Eastern race 

are unwarlike. They incline to craftiness. They lack the spirit of rulers. 
. . . They are compliant and submissive subjects. The Eastern race is always 
the led, never the leader. Its capacity for holding together seldom stands 
out.®^ [Small wonder that] petty shop keepers, lawyers, speculators have 
become the leaders of public life. Democracy prevails; that means, not the 
rulership of character, but the rulership of gold. . . . For this reason the Jewish 
banker is able to push himself into the foreground, then the Jewish journalist 

and Marxist In the south of France large areas have become depopulated 

and are being replenished by Africans Toulon and Marseilles are con- 

stantly sending germs of bastardization into the heart of the country. Even 
around Notre Dame in Paris there flows a population which is ever more 
degenerate. Negroes and mulattoes go arm in arm with white women, a new 

Jewish suburb arises [In France] we experience at the present time the 

same development which once took place in Athens and Rome.®* 

According to the Nazis, the future of Russia is equally hopeless because 
of its racial composition. At one time Russia possessed a considerable 
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Nordic element and thus was able to accomplish great things. But this 
element has now greatly diminished. The East Baltic race is now pre- 
dominant, and the East Baltic men 

are no leaders by nature, but need leadership. They, in contrast to the 
Nordic man, are without a real power of decision in conflicts of conscience, 
and so they are always cautious, never resolute. Their power of imagination 
is roving, unsteady.®* 

Worse still, there is now a large Mongoloid element in the Russian popu- 
lation, and this element has profoundly affected the character of the 
whole Russian people. 

Bolshevism is the revolt of the Mongoloid against Nordic culture forms, 
it is a longing for the steppe; it is the hate of the nomad against the roots of 
personality; it is the attempt to shake off Europe completely.^® 

There is one phase of Nazi racial ideology which is likely to have im- 
portant political consequences in the near future, more especially if 
Germany is able to win a sweeping victory in the present world war. 
This phase is the violent diatribe against all forms of racial mixture. On 
this point the Nazis go far beyond the earlier racialists. Gobineau, the 
founder of modern racialism, did indeed preach that a large or constant 
admixture of alien blood produces racial degeneration, but he also taught 
that a slight mixture of races is usually productive of much good. In 
like manner, H. S. Chamberlain, another high priest of racialism, 
taught that a certain amount of . racial blending — at least between 
“superior races” — is helpful rather than harmful. Hitler, on the 
other hand, believes in complete and absolute “racial purity.” To his 
mind, for one race to breed with another race is contrary to the laws of 
Nature and the laws of God. 

. . . peoples which bastardize themselves or permit themselves to be bastardized 
sin against the will of eternal Providence, and their ruin by the hand of a 
stronger nation is consequently not an injustice that is done them, but onlv 
the restoration of right.’^ 

Hitler bitterly regrets the fact that even in Germany there are represent- 
atives of various racial types. Because “our basic racial types remain 
unblended . . . the German people lacks that sure herd instinct which is 
rooted in the unity of the blood.” 

This doctrine has very important consequences for the millions of 
German citizens who do not happen to belong to the so-called Nordic 
stock. Up to the present time the Nazi government has been so busy 
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eliminating the Jewish element inside Germany that it has had no time 
to deal with the problem of the other '‘inferior,” i.e., non-Nordic races, 
But the Nazis are definitely pledged to a program which calls for the 
"re-Nordicizing” of Germany, and it may well be that in the future 
some of the minor racial groups in Germany, such as the Alpines, will be 
subjected to some of the same discriminatory legislation which has been 
meted out to the Jews in the past few years^r It is interesting to note 
here that Hitler himself appears to be a very typical representative of 
the Alpine race. 

Even more important is the effect which the doctrine of racial purity is 
likely to have upon the territories and populations which are conquered 
by the Nazi sword. It is almost certain that the Nazis will try to estab- 
lish a sort of caste system between the German rulers and the conquered 
peoples. “The stronger has to rule and he is not to amalgamate with 
the weaker one lest he sacrifice his own greatness.” Even more start- 
ling is the definite possibility that the Nazis may embark upon a program 
calling for the wholesale slaughter of populations dwelling in lands 
needed for German colonization. Some of the old pre-war Nationalists 
were in favor of the forcible Germanization of the non-German minorities 
within the empire, a policy which would have imposed the German 
language and culture upon such groups as the Czechs and Poles. Hitler 
tells us that he is violently opposed to this policy. He is certain that 

Germanization can only be carried out with the soil and never with men. For 
what one generally understood [by Germanization] was only the enforced out- 
ward acceptance of the German language. But it is a hardly conceivable 
mistake in thinking to believe that ... a negro or a Chinese would become a 
German because he learns German and is prepared to speak the German 
language in the future and perhaps to give his vote to a German political 
party As the nationality, or rather the race, is not rooted in the lan- 

guage but in the blood, one could be permitted to speak of a Germanization 
only if one could succeed in changing, by such a procedure, the blood of the 

subjugated. But this is impossible What in history has been profitably 

Germanized was the soil which our forefathers acquired through the sword 
and settled with German peasants. 

Again and again Hitler tells us that Germany is too small ; that she needs 
territorial expansion, more especially territorial expansion on the con- 
tinent of Europe. Needless to say, the territory to be acquired must be 
“Germanized.” We now know what the process of Germanization re- 
quires. 
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THE NAZIS AND ETATISM 

After our survey of the more theoretical aspects of the Nazi ideology, 
we can now turn to a discussion of its more practical phases, especially to 
its treatment of governmental matters. 

In the first place, it must be noted that, though there is a close simi- 
larity on most points between the doctrines of Italian Fascism and 
German National Socialism, there is a profound and fundamental cleav- 
age between the two schools of thought on the nature and the function 
of the state. To the Fascists the state is directly and of itself the su- 
preme unit in human existence. To them the state is an end in itself 
and not the means to an end. To them the state is not only more im- 
portant than the individual, it is also more important than the so-called 
nation, for in Fascist ideology it is not the nation which creates the 
state, but rather the state which creates the nation. As Mussolini 
himself tells us: 

It is not the nation which generates the state; that an antiquated natural- 
istic concept which affords a basis for nineteenth century publicity in favor of 
national governments. Rather it is the state which creates the nation, con- 
ferring volition and therefore real life on a people made aware of their moral 
unity. 

To the Nazis, on the other hand, the supreme unit is the Volk, a term 
which we must translate “nation,*’ though it implies a certain racial 
homogeneity, which is usually absent in the English or American use 
of the word. To the Nazis the Volk, or nation, is not only more im- 
portant than the individual, it is also more important than the state. 
At its best the state is only an organ or legal agent of the nation, but not 
infrequently the state betrays its trust and looks after its own interests 
or after the interests of some particular class within the state rather than 
after the welfare of the nation as a whole. In such a circumstance it is 
the duty of the citizens to arise and destroy the state. As Rosenberg 
tells us, National Socialism 

places nation or race higher than the state in its various forms. It declares 
that the protection of the nation is more important than the protection of a 
religious creed, a class, a monarchy or a republic. It sees in the betrayal of 
a nation a more serious crime than so-called treason against the state. 

Hitler expresses the same idea when he says: 

It should never be forgotten that not the preservation of a state or a govern- 
ment is the highest aim of human existence, but the preservation of its kind 
[i.e., of its own species]. . . . The state represents not an end but a means. . . 
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We must sharply distinguish between the state as a vessel and the race as 
the content. This vessel has meaning only if it is able to preserve and protect 
the contents. 

But great as is the difference between the Fascist and the Nazi ideas 
regarding the importance of the state, this difference is soon seen to 
be more on the surface than underneath. The Nazi attack of the state 
is directed against the ^Talse** state, the legalistic state, the state 
which Is separate from and in opposition to the Volk or nation. Once a 
'‘true" state has been founded, a state which is a Volksstaat or nation- 
state, a state which is merely the executive organ of the nation, it must 
not only be obeyed but worshiped. Nazi attacks on the state all date 
back to the period when the Nazi Party was in violent opposition to the 
government set up by the Weimar Constitution. Once they came into 
power they asserted that the true nation-state had been inaugurated 
and hence was to have supreme and absolute power over all its citizens. 
In point of fact, in all the Nazi writings which have appeared since 1933, 
the state has been eulogized almost as much as in Fascist utterances. 
We must not forget that Mussolini's conversion to state-worship also 
took place after the triumphal march on Rome. 

In any case the Nazis, both before and after their accession to power, 
are unanimously agreed that the individual counts for nothing, that 
the individual must always be subordinated to and sacrificed for the 
community, the nation, and the nation-state, should such an entity be 
in existence. The chief motto or slogan of the Nazis, a slogan which is 
repeated in nearly every article and speech, is '' Gemeinnutz vor Eigen- 
niitz'' which can be translated either "common interest before self- 
interest," or, "the welfare of the community is more important than 
the welfare of the individual." In this connection we must not forget 
that the basis of all virtue, of all idealism, is said by the Nazis to con- 
sist in the willingness of the individual to sacrifice himself for the group 
of which he forms a part, that goodness itself is defined as that which 
serves the interest of Germany and the German 'people as a whole. 
In case the individual does not subordinate himself voluntarily, he must 
be compelled to do so. "There is no liberty to sin at the expense of 
posterity, and with it the race. . . . The right of personal freedom steps 
back in the face of the duty of the preservation of the race." 

It is not surprising to find the Nazis teaching that the welfare of the 
individual must be subordinated to the welfare of the nation. What 
is surprising is that the Nazi ideologists teach, and the German citizens 
believe, that if and when the individual subordinatew«^ himself to the 
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nation, he becomes really “free" for the first time. The Nazis use a 
large number of arguments to prove this point. In the first place, they 
say that a man can be free only if he is the citizen of a nation which 
is free, that is, not in bondage to other states. Thus a German citizen 
can be really free only if Germany is not held down by other nations. 
But a nation (for example, Germany) can only secure and preserve its 
freedom if the individual citizens subordinate their selfish interests to 
the national interest. Another argument used is that based upon the 
definition of .freedom given by Kant: a man is really free only if and 
when he is able to do and does the right thing, the thing which he ought 
to do; he is free only when he follows the dictates of his “free moral 
will" and not the dictates of his whims, caprices, and desires. The 
Nazis use this type of argument when they claim that their rigorous 
press laws are merely means to “free" the press from the pollutions and 
corruptions brought in by Jews, Marxists, and other degenerate persons. 
Finally, we may note that the Nazis make frequent use of the type of 
argument first brought in by Hegel and his followers. The Hegelians, 
it will be remembered, not only distinguished between the “apparent," 
the “actual," and the “subjective" will, on the one hand (i.e., the dic- 
tates of the wishes and desires), and the “real" or “objective" will, on 
the other (i.e., the dictates of the “free moral will"), but they also 
claimed that the commands of the state are really the commands of the 
“real, objective “ will of each individual. Thus the individual is truly 
free only when he disregards his private whims and passions and blindly 
obeys the dictates of his own “objective" will as embodied in the com- 
mands of the nation-state. 

Not only are the Nazis radical, thoroughgoing etatists (even though 
the state they worship is the nation-state); but they, like the Fascists, 
are firm believers in totalitarianism — the doctrine that the state 
should dominate each and every phase of the citizen’s activity and not 
merely the phase which is ordinarily called political. If we bear in 
mind Mussolini’s statement of the totalitarian principle, “All is in the 
state and for the state; nothing outside the state, nothing against the 
state," we may say that this same principle applies equally to the Nazi 
theory of government, once we change the term state to nation-state. 
We may even say that Nazi Germany is more zealous in its acceptance 
of totalitarianism than Fascist Italy. This is partly because of the 
fact that the Nazis are more thoroughgoing in their acceptance of 
irrationalism than are the Fascists. 

By the official acceptance of Roman Catholicism, the Fascists have 
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been forced into an alliance with an organization which is essentially 
international in character. To the Catholic Church certain religious 
dogmas, certain philosophical doctrines, certain scientific laws, certain 
moral commandments are universally and absolutely true, applying to 
all nations and to all persons irrespective of their race or their national- 
ity. In like manner the Catholic theologians insist that there is a body 
of ^‘natural law*^ separate from and higher than the positive laws en- 
forced in any one state; these same theologians insist, moreover, that 
for state-made laws to be valid or binding upon the citizens, they must 
be in general accord with the higher natural laws. All these ideas are in 
direct opposition to totalitarian principles and hence are very irritating 
to the Fascists, but as long as the vast majority of the Italians are pious 
and orthodox Catholics, and as long as the Fascist regime officially sup- 
ports the Catholic Church and Catholic dogma, it is impossible for the 
Fascist leaders openly to deny such concepts and insist that the state 
must be supreme in these as in other fields. 

On this point the Nazis have the advantage. Although Hitler himself 
is a nominal Catholic, and although Catholicism is accepted by a con- 
siderable portion of the German population, Catholicism has not the 
same hold upon Germany that it has upon Italy. For this reason the 
Nazis have been able to direct open attacks upon absolutism and in- 
ternationalism in all fields, including the fields of ethics, of law, of sci- 
ence, and even of religion itself. If Nazi irrationalism is right and there 
is no universal science but only a group of sciences, each one rooted in a 
particular race or nation, then it follows that the nation-state has the 
right to determine what the content of its own national science shall be 
and also how the science can best be cultivated. As there are no eternal, 
objective truths but only a vseries of subjective truths, or rather national 
approximations to truth, it follows that it is the duty of the German 
nation-state to determine whether such Jewish formulations of truth as 
Einstein’s theory of relativity shall or shall not form part of the German 
scientific outlook. As with the so-called facts and laws of science, so is 
it with the concepts of philosophy and the doct;,rines of religion. 

If Nazi irrationalism is right and there is no eternal objective standard 
of what is morally right or wrong but only a series of racial or national 
codes, then it is obviously the duty of the German nation-state to deter- 
mine what the German code of moralit^ shall be, and it is the duty of 
the German nation-state to see that the German citizens follow the 
precepts of this code and not the dictates of individual caprice (the 
BO-called individual conscience) or of some would-be international code, 
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such as that laid down by the Catholic Church. What is true in the 
field of ethics must be equally if not more true in the field of law. If 
Nazi irrationalism is true, it is obvious that there can be no such thing 
as natural law or a law of reason applicable to all peoples and all na- 
tions. To say that the civil law or statutes of any one state must con- 
form with the dictates of the universal rational law is ridiculous. The 
concept of what is legally right and wrong is just as subjective and as 
national in character as the concept of what is morally right and wrong. 
**Law is as little a bloodless scheme as Religion, or Art; it is always inti- 
mately linked with a certain type of Blood [i.e., Race].'’ If law, like 
morals, is only an expression of the soul of a nation, then it is for the 
nation-state, the concrete embodiment of this soul, to determine the 
content of this law without reference to any outside authority. 

The Nazis believe that it is necessary to apply the totalitarian prin- 
ciple to the fields of art, literature, drama, music, and architecture. To 
the liberals, art and literature have, for the most part, nothing to do 
with politics, and as long as artists and writers are neither criminally 
libelous nor criminally obscene, it is the duty of the state and of the 
government to leave them strictly alone. To the liberals, it is certainly 
not the duty of the state to tell artists whether they shall be classicists 
or modernists, to tell writers that they must, under pain of punishment, 
be realists or romanticists. To the Nazis all these liberal notions are 
ridiculous. According to the Nazi philosophy, there is not only a na- 
tional standard of what is good and bad, but also a national standard of 
what is beautiful and ugly. It is the duty, therefore, of the nation-state 
to make clear to the individual citizens just what this national standard 
is and to force these citizens to follow this standard in all their attempts 
at artistic creation. 

The Nazis tell us that in the new German state there must be a 

strong internal unity between state and culture. This condition finds its 
outer expression in the fact that the spiritual life of the people, as it reveals 
itself in cults, myths, and art, must in a certain definite way receive, as its 
highest guiding laws, directive ideas, the right of formulation of which has 

been transferred to political bodies and the leaders For the National 

Socialist state, culture is an affair of the nation, it is a means for spiritual 
leadership and required to be positively manipulated in order that all may 
be educated to a sense of responsibility, which promotes the shaping of the 

nation Art and civilization are implanted in the mother soil of the 

nation. They are consequently forever dependent on the moral, social, and 
national principles of the state. “ 

On the ground that the German soul must not be polluted by contacts 
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with the product of Jewish culture, the Nazis demand that the poems of 
Heinrich Heine be consigned to the flames and that performances of 
Mendelssohn’s Jewish” music he prohibited. In like manner Hitler 
proclaims that modern art must be abolished on the ground that it is 
alien to the German national consciousness, that it has been invented by 
Jews for the exploiting of stupid people. “It is an affair of the state 
— that means of the government — to prevent a people from being 
driven into the arms of spiritual lunacy.” Asa result of this policy the 
Nazis demand that all modernistic paintings be witlidrawn from pub- 
lic exhibition. As with art, so with literature. The state must es- 
pecially concern itself with newspapers and magazines, as it is these, 
more than books, which influence the broad mass of the people. The 
state. Hitler tells us, must not be led astray by the will-of-the-wisp of 
“so-called freedom of the press. What the liberal press did was to 
dig a grave for the German Nation and the German Reich.” It is the 
duty of the state, by using the press, “to put before the nation the 
food that it needs and is good for it.” This whole position is sum- 
marized in the original program of the Nazi Party, “We demand the 
legal prosecution of all tendencies in art and literature of a kind calcu- 
lated to disintegrate our national life.” 

In short, the totalitarian principle inherent in the Nazi ideology de- 
mands that all phases of cultural life, whether scientific or religious, 
whether literary, artistic, or musical, must be inspired and guided by the 
nation-state. Since coming into power the Nazis have exerted every 
effort to apply this principle throughout the length and breadth of 
Germany. Lack of space prevents our mentioning more than two or 
three outstanding developments along this line, but our understanding 
of National Socialism would be woefully incomplete without brief men- 
tion of the Nazi effort to curb and control the churches, its institution 
of the National Chamber of Culture, and its radical reorganizauon of 
the German system of education. 

In its attempt to bring the churches within the scope of the totalita- 
rian state, the Nazis have been forced to treat the Catholics and the 
Protestants in quite different fashions. Although Catholics constitute 
only a minority of the German-speaking population, the Catholic 
Church is very strong and well -organized, and has a very firm hold over 
most of its laity (even though this hold is weaker than over the Italian 
laity). It has, moreover, a long and jealously guarded tradition of in- 
dependence from secular control. As a resuft the Nazis have felt it 
necessary to treat the Catholic Church with comparative caution. In 
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1933 Hitler even signed a concordat with the pope, whereby the pope 
promised to stop the political activity of all priests and members of 
religious orders, and in return the Nazis promised freedom of private 
and public worship, guaranteed religious instruction in all schools, and 
the establishment of confessional Catholic schools when demanded by 
the parents. Finally, it was agreed that the Catholic organizations for 
purely religious and cultural purposes should function without hin- 
drance. In the years which followed, however, the Nazi regime has 
spared no effort to undermine the position of the Catholic Church as an 
independent institution. 

There is scarcely any provision in favor of the church as laid down in the 
Concordat which the regime has not violated by its subsequent policies. 
Catholic Youth organizations, even of non-political character, were sup- 
pressed. By the law on the Hitler Youth the state and the party usurped the 
educational monopoly. In 1937 the regime began to wage a “white” war 
against Catholicism by the persecution of individual priests and wholesale judi- 
cial terror. Scandalous trials were staged against scores of priests, lay officers 
and members of the congregations for currency violations and moral turpi- 
tude. These trials, widely exploited by the regime in order to stir up resent- 
ment against the Church, sent hundreds of priests to prison and concentration 
camps. . . . Lately restrictive measures of the regime have been intensified 
and an inventory of the entire Church property ordered — an ominous sign 
after the anti-Semitic precedent.^^ 

The Nazi attempt to subordinate and control the various Protestant 
bodies has been even more vigorous and more direct. Incidentally it 
has also been more successful because of the peculiar nature of Protes- 
tantism in Germany. Most German Protestants are followers of Luther, 
and Luther, it will be remembered, was a firm believer in the sanctity of 
the secular authority and in the supremacy of the secular authority over 
all religious organizations. To Luther, the head of the temporal state 
should also be head of ‘‘the church visible” and should have control 
over all its activities. Equally important is the fact that the Protestant 
bodies lost much of their hold over the laity in the century before the 
coming of National Socialism. While the Catholics continued to be- 
lieve in all their dogmas and in the infallibility of both the Bible and 
the church, many of the Lutherans, influenced by the ‘‘higher criticism,” 
rejected the infallibility even of the Bible and were distinctly skeptical 
of many of the old, traditional church doctrines. For all these reasons 
the Protestant churches in Germany were far weaker than was the 
Catholic Church and were far more susceptible to a frontal attack. Un- 
der the auspices of the National Socialists the twenty-eight Protestant 
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church organizations, which formerly had been grouped together in the 
form of a loose federation, were united to form a single German Evangeli- 
cal Church, governed by a single Reichs bishop. The new bishop, 
Ludwig Mueller, was an intimate friend of Hitler’s, and proved himself 
more than willing to carry out the Nazi program of subordinating the 
church to the state and to the Nazi Party. Moreover, by clever manipu- 
lation, the pro-Nazi group within the church managed to secure a 
majority in the National Church Synod, with the result that the Nazi- 
fication of the united Protestant Church could go forward without en- 
countering serious obstacles. There was indeed a small minority of pas- 
tors who protested against the policies and the aims of the Nazi regime on 
the ground that Nazi racialism was contrary to Christian humanitarian- 
ism, but this minority was never able to cause the new regime any serious 
trouble. The more vociferous opponents of the Nazi creed have been 
placed in concentration camps. In other cases dissident pastors have 
been deprived of their salaries, forbidden to preach, to use church prop- 
erty, or to publish their opinions. At present only a handful of the min- 
isters continue to fight against the totalitarian state. 

In this connection it is important to bear in mind that the Nazi state 
has been able to win complete control over the spiritual activities of 
many of its citizens not merely by the legal shackling of the ecclesiastical 
organizations, but also by the subtler means of undermining the popular 
acceptance of old forms of religion. As the result of incessant propa- 
ganda, the majority of German youth today is growing up in the belief 
that the state is more important than any church, that devotion to the 
nation is more essential than devotion to any creed. Hitler himself 
has been very cautious in his statements on the subject of religion, but 
he has given free rein to his followers to confess the anti-ecclesiastical 
bias of the Nazi Party. Thus, in an official publication of the National 
Socialist Movement,®^ we find it stated: “ It is said that the body belongs 
to the state and the soul to the church or to God. This is no longer the 
case. The whole man belongs body and soul to the German nation and 
to the. German state. The latter has taken also matters of faith under 
its own control.” Rosenberg in a radio speech tells us: 

Only those religions which do not contradict Teutonic values can be recog- 
nized and defended. W hen a National Socialist dons his brown shirt and 
becomes a soldier of Hitler, his religion is his faith in his Leader. We Na- 
tional Socialists must refuse to allow German history and Teutonic majesty 
to be subordinated to so-called religion. 

Some of the minor Nazi leaders are even more outspoken in their at- 
tacks on orthodox religion. Thus Spaniol declares: 
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I do not believe that the churches will continue to exist in their present 
form. In the future religion will be called National Socialism. Its prophet, 
its pope, its Jesus Christ will be called Adolf Hitler. 

Knauth informs us: 

Christianity is the remnant of an outdated and dying culture and it fs 
therefore a major obstacle in the evolution of the new millennium. It must be 
eliminated and in its place must come a belief in a non-confessional God, 
whose essence lies in the state. Christianity as the first international doctrine 
must be held responsible for Bolshevism, the caretaker of a dying millennium. 
Its task has been to equalize all human beings without regard to race or blood. 
When the whole national life has been reconstructed, when politics, economics, 
culture, have been developed anew, the religious life in Germany can no 
longer be dominated by a Jewish Bible. 

It was comparatively easy for the Nazis to secure complete control of 
all scientific activity in Germany through manipulation and “reform” 
of the various educational and learned institutions scattered throughout 
the country. The number of privately run schools and museums in 
Germany has always been very small. But prior to the Nazi regime 
most such institutions were controlled by the “lands” or separate states, 
thus securing a fair amount of decentralization in administrative control. 
Under the Nazi regime all this has been changed. Those few private 
schools which existed have been abolished, thus getting rid of the con- 
fessional private institutions in which the teaching of devotion to the 
state was not made the center of educational activity. Equally impor- 
tant is the fact that local jurisdiction in school affairs has been done 
away with; all schools and other learned institutions are placed directly 
and completely under the central government. Needless to say that the 
Nazi Minister of Education is a fanatical party member whose main mis- 
sion in life is to imbue all students, teachers, and even research men with 
the Nazi ideology. 

We are officially told tliat “ the chief task of all schools is the education 
of youth to the service of the nation and the state in the spirit of National 
Socialism.”*® In contrast with the old liberal theory of education, 
which, it is claimed, was concerned only with the training of the mind, 
the Nazi educational system lays especial emphasis upon the develop- 
ment of the body and of character. “The whole man must be so formed 
as to create the type which the Leader demands as a guarantee for the 
future of his work.” In order to carry out this program, thousands of 
students and teachers, who were Jews or who seemed to be tinged with 
pacifist, socialist, or even liberal views, were driven from their posts. 
Those who remain are repeatedly warned that academic freedom is at an 
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end and that they must embrace and inculcate the Nazi philosophy with 
its theory of the totalitarian state. 

All education must today be political education, in order to safeguard the 
life of the community and therewith the life of the individual. And all 
learning must fulfil the unqualified goal of education in co-operation with the 
political function. 

And again: 

Absolute academic freedom in universities is absolute nonsense. . . . The 
university is itself an organ of the whole and therefore has its being, like every 
other organ, directly in the name of and by right of the whole. Consequently, 
the whole, represented in the State, must see to it that no self-governing mem- 
ber separates itself from the totality, from the sworn goal of racial unity and 
W eltamchauung [outlook on life].®^ 

Although the Nazis speak of the universities as being “self-governing 
bodies,” we must remember that the appointment, promotion, and dis- 
missal of all faculty members rests, not with the universities themselves, 
but with the Ministry of Education in Berlin. In the old days the 
“rector” or president of each university was elected by the members 
of its own faculty. Under the Nazi regime the rector is appointed by 
the Minister of Education “and is responsible to him alone” for all his 
actions. In the old days it was the faculty which decided most points of 
academic policy and procedure. Today all such matters are decided by 
the rector himself, acting on orders from Berlin. Immediately under 
the rector in each university are two newly created posts, the leader 
of the faculty and the leader of the students. Both these posts are 
filled by the Minister of Education on the joint recommendation of the 
rector and of the leader of the local National Socialist Faculty League 
and of the local National Socialist Student League, respectively. In 
other words, the universities are subordinated not only to the state but 
also to th^ party organization. The Nazis haye deliberately restricted 
the number of persons permitted to enter the universities and other 
higher educational institutions, in order not to create “an academic pro- 
letariat.” In practice this means that only boys who are strongly pro- 
Nazi in their sympathies are allowed to matriculate. There are numer- 
ous scholarships for the benefit of poor students, but the vast majority 
of such scholarships are reserved for children who have been active mem- 
bers of some party organization. For those persons who are unfortunate 
enough to be Jews in “race” or liberals in politics, education neces- 
sarily ends at high-school age. The professions are closed to them. 

Needless to say, the curriculum in all German schools, from the lowest 
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to the highest grades, has undergone complete transformation. All 
schools have been ordered to lay especial emphasis upon the “science of 
heredity" and of “race," that is, to the teachings of the eugenists and 
the racialists, so that the detailed study of such subjects has been 
made obligatory in practically all academic institutions. By govern- 
mental decree, all schools are required to make constant and frequent 
use of such works as Hitler’s Mein Kampf, Rosenberg’s Myth of the 
Twentieth Century, and Gunther's Anthropology of the German Nation. In 
addition, the higher schools have been forced to institute a number of 
courses dealing with military science and with “geo-politics," a Nazified 
version of political and economic geography. Even the courses and the 
textbooks dealing with the ordinary subjects have been completely trans- 
formed to make them serviceable to Nazi propaganda. History, for 
example, is no longer regarded as a matter of objective fact, but merely 
a means for instilling German patriotism. A similar twist is given to the 
teachings of the other social sciences, and even the physical sciences are 
so taught as to permit of frequent reference to Nazi principles. 

In addition to the formal school system, the Nazis make use of the 
various youth organizations to instill Nazi propaganda among the rising 
generation. Strong pressure is placed upon all boys and girls to join 
strongly nationalized and strongly militarized versions of what we 
should call the Boy and Girl Scout movement. At the age of ten little 
boys are drafted into the Young Folk, at the age of fourteen into the 
Hitler Youth, and there are corresponding organizations for girls. In 
both the Young Folk and the Hitler Youth the boys are taught gym- 
nastic and military drill, are educated to lead a Spartan life of discipline, 
obedience, and self-sacrifice, so that they may prove worthy soldiers in 
after life. They are drilled by party officials in the slogans and tenets of 
National Socialism, are taught adulation of the leader and other party 
heroes, and urged to place “service to the nation " above all individual or 
even family considerations. In this connection it is interesting to note 
that one outstanding result of the Hitler Youth movement has been the 
weakening of the old family ties which were once so strong in Germany. 
“The lives of all German youths belong solely to Hitler," shouts Von 
Shirach, the leader of the Hitler Youth, and more and more this slogan 
is being applied in everyday life. The average boy has so much of his 
time, his interest, and his attention directed towards the activities of the 
state-controlled youth organization that he has no time and no energy 
left for activities which center in the home. 

It should be added that the state and party controls extend, not only 
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over the schools and the youth organizations which aim at shaping the 
minds of persons of student age, but also over th«» various academies, 
learned institutes, and learned societies which serve to coordinate the in- 
tellectual activities of professional scholars. The German Archaeologi- 
cal Institute sees to it that research in archaeology is made to serve Nazi 
ends. The German Historical Commission sees to it that only those 
learned monographs on historical problems are published which fit in 
with what the Nazi regime thinks history should be. In a word, no 
phase of German intellectual life is left which has not been comman- 
deered into service for the slate. 

As with the intellectual, so with the literary and artistic phases of 
German life. As the official Nazi sources put it: 

The totalitarian state does not recognize the separate existence of art — it 
rejects the idea of art for art’s sake. It demands that artists take a positive 
position towards the state, towards the German nation, towards the German 
cultural heritage.®^ 

A Nazi law specifically states that 

it is the business of the State to combat injurious influences and encourage 
those that are valuable, actuated by a sense of responsibility for the wellbeing 
of the community. . . . All creative forces in all spheres must be assembled 
under Reich leadership with a view to the uniform moulding of the will.*® 

In order to secure this object, the Nazis have set about the complete 
suppression of books, newspapers, works of art, and musical composi- 
tions which do not meet with their approval, even when such books, 
newspapers, works of art, or musical compositions have nothing what- 
ever to do with politics. Incidentally this suppression applies, not 
merely to contemporary creations, but also to earlier works. Thus, in 
1933, shortly after coming to power, the Nazis instituted a series of pub- 
lic bonfires in which the writings of authors displeasing to the party lead- 
ers were consigned to the flames. In Berlin alone twenty thousand books 
were burned, including the works of such popular German authors as 
Sigmund Freud, Emil Ludwig, Eric Remarque, and Thomas Mann. 
Nor were the works of foreign authors spared. The works of such 
French writers as fimile Zola, Andre Gide, and Marcel Proust; of such 
English authors as Havelock Ellis and H. G. Wells; of such American 
authors as Helen Keller and Jack London were among those committed 
to the flames. The copies of all such works which were not burned are 
kept under lock and key in a few special libraries and are not available 
to the ordinary citizen. Needless to say, any bookseller who attempts 
to sell such books is instantly punished. 
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The Nazis are even more rigid in the control they exercise over con* 
temporary creations in the literary, artistic, and musical worlds. Special 
efforts are made to control and regiment the press, the theater, the 
cinema, and the radio because of their wide popular appeal. In order to 
carry through their program of “totalitarian coordination” in all fields 
of cultural activity, the Nazis have created what is called the national 
chamber of culture. This in turn is divided into seven subordinate cham- 
bers, namely, literature, press, radio, cinema, theater, music, art, all of 
them subject to the Minister of Propaganda and Public Enlightenment. 
A special statute provides that any person who participates in the pro- 
duction, reproduction, or the distribution of cultural goods must be a 
member in good standing of one or other of the seven branches of the 
national chamber of culture, and if any person loses his membership 
through “professional misconduct,” which means any activity displeas- 
ing to the Nazi regime, he is barred from his profession and is exposed 
to what is very appropriately called “professional death,” because in 
most cases expulsion means starvation. 

In each of the seven divisions there has been a ruthless “purge of un- 
desirables” and a rigid “unification of outlook.” Let us take, for ex- 
ample, the newspaper world. No person may serve either as an editor 
or a journalist unless he is a member of the press division of the cham- 
ber of culture. For a person to be entered on the official list of eligible 
persons he must be an “Aryan,” nor can he be married to any person of 
non-Aryan descent. Moreover, all editors and journalists, because of 
the influence which they exert upon public opinion, must be regarded as 
public officials and their functions as a public task. Hence it is necessary 
that they possess “special spiritual qualities,” lest they be unable to live 
up to their heavy duties and responsibilities. For this reason the press 
division must be extremely careful whom it admits to official member- 
ship. If any person offends the honor and dignity of the German nation, 
if he is guilty of “weakening' the strength of Germany internally or exter- 
nally,” if he “confuses selfish private interests with the common inter- 
est,” in other words, if he says or writes or publishes anything contrary 
to the tenets of Nazidom, he must be struck off the rolls. Normally 
offenders are tried before a professional court whose members are 
nominated by the Minister of Propaganda, but to obviate any trouble 
which might arise in dependence on this routine, both the Minister of 
Propaganda and his subordinate, the head of the press division, are given 
the right to dismiss any editor or journalist at any time and without as- 
signing any reason. Because of these regulations it is small wonder that 
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German newspaper editors quickly suppress any news or the expression 
of any views which might be displeasing to the government. Nor is it 
in any way surprising that all the key positions in the daily press are 
now held by trusted party members. 

As with the editors and journalists, so with the authors and publishers 
of books, actors and theatrical directors and producers both of the 
legitimate stage and of the cinema, composers and musicians, painters 
and sculptors, t^le writers of radio scripts and radio announcers. Such 
persons have to be registered with the chamber of culture and are liable 
to have their registration cancelled if at any time they do anything either 
publicly or privately which meets with the disapproval of the state and 
party officials. 

The Nazi state is certainly totalitarian in the sense that it controls the 
religious, the intellectual, and the cultural life of its citizens. It is also 
totalitarian in the sense that it demands and secures complete control 
over every phase of economic activity. In this connection it must be 
emphasized that one of the most fundamental and most importanc fea- 
tures of the Nazi creed is the doctrine that economic considerations are 
inferior ^o and must be subordinated to political considerations; that 
most so-called economic laws are completely false, and that even when 
such laws have relative validity, they may at any time be superseded by 
political laws, made and enforced by the state. This doctrine is, of 
course, in marked contrast to the old liberal creed. To the liberals, 
economic laws, such as the law of supply and demand, have an eternal 
objective existence, and any attempt on the part of the state, with its 
man-made statutes, to interfere with these laws is bound to end in dis- 
aster. To the liberals, at least to the old-school liberals, it is the law of 
supply and demand which really regulates the price of commodities and 
the wages of laborers, and any effort on the part of the state to regulate 
prices or wages is foolish, because it is bound to be ineffective. To the 
Nazis all such notions are anathema. According to them it is possible 
for the state not only to increase and decrease supply, but also by force 
and by propaganda to increase or decrease demand for a certain article or 
for a certain type of labor, and it is the duty of the state to see to it that 
both supply and demand be so regulated as to conform with the best in- 
terests of the nation {das Volk), 

The Nazis do, indeed, tell us that they are firm believers in the princi- 
ple and sanctity of private property. They are violent in their opposi- 
tion to communism and to all those forms of socialism which advocate 
state ownership and operation of the means of distribution or of produc- 
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tion. But in marked contrast with the old liberal creed, they insist 
that property can only be acquired and held subject to certain definite 
conditions, and it is for the state to say just what these conditions shall 
be. The Nazis have, in fact, taken over almost in its entirety Fichte’s 
theory of the nature and function of property. Both Fichte and the 
Nazis claim that the ownership of property is really the stewardship or 
the trusteeship of property. According to this theory, ownership means 
the right to the exclusive use of a certain object, but as soon as a person 
abuses or misuses this object, his trusteeship over it may and should be 
taken away. The Nazis, like Fichte, declare that it is the duty of the 
state to provide employment and a subsistence wage to all persons able 
and willing to work, and the Nazis, like Fichte, claim that this can be 
done only if the state supervises and regulates all possible forms of 
economic activity. The Nazi economic policy, like that of Fichte, is 
based upon the private ownership (i.e., trusteeship) and the private oper- 
ation of all trade and industry, but on the condition that this private 
ownership and operation shall, at all times, be subject to state guidance 
and control. 

In order to facilitate political control over the economic forces and 
economic activities inside Germany, the Nazi regime has created a num- 
ber of so-called “estates.” These estates appear, in some respects, to 
be a revival of the old mediaeval guilds. Even closer is the resemblance 
between these estates and the syndicates and corporations of Fascist 
Italy. There are, however, several important distinctions between the 
Italian and the German systems. The Italian system, at least in theory, 
aims to provide for economic autonomy and the administrative self- 
government of the various economic groups; hence the title of the cor- 
porative state given to the Italian system. In the German system, 
on the other hand, the estates are openly and admittedly mere organs of 
the state, or rather agencies for the control of all phases of economic life 
by the state and party. In Italy the corporations, in theory at least, 
participate in the formation of national economic policies. In Germany 
the estates merely seek to apply and carry out the policies laid down by 
the government. 

Another important distinction between the German and the Italian 
systems is that the Italian system makes at least a pretense at preserving 
democratic self-government, inasmuch as the officers of each syndicate 
are “nominated” by the members of the syndicate itself, even though 
their appointment has to be confirmed by the government. In Ger- 
many, on the other hand, in strict conformity with the “leadership prin- 
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ciple** (authority from above rather than from below), the administra- 
tive hierarchy of each estate is selected by the government entirely on 
its own initiative. Another very important difference between the two 
systems is that the Italian system preserves certain class distinctions, 
while in Germany such distinctions are theoretically wiped out. The 
Italian Fascists tell us that the nation is more important than any class 
and that the welfare of each class must be subordinated to national inter- 
ests, but class organization is still permitted to exist. There is a syndi- 
cate for employers and a syndicate for employees in each field of eco- 
nomic enterprise. In Germany, on the other hand, class distinctions are 
supposedly ignored. The food estate includes both landlords, tenant 
farmers, and agricultural workers. The labor front includes both the 
owners of factories, executive officers, and the rank and file of the skilled 
and unskilled workers. In all points the German system is both more 
authoritarian and more totalitarian than its Italian counterpart. 

A word should be said about the operation of each of the three major 
estates — the food or nutrition estate, the estate of trade and indus- 
try, and the labor front. It should be noted that the food estate is 
certainly as important as either of the others. This is partly due to the 
great emphasis which the Nazis lay upon agriculture and the agricultural 
section of the population. The Nazis are convinced that the real 
strength of a nation lies in its soil and with the persons who live on and 
from the soil. The Nazis tell us: 

The Germany of the future can only be a peasant state or it will disappear 
like the empires of the Hohenstaufens and Hohenzollerns. . . . All the blows 
of fate, all crises can be overcome if a healthy and strong peasantry forms the 
living foundations of a people. Nations which sacrificed their peasantry to 
a mammonism not rooted in the people vanished forever from the stage of 
history.®^ 

Because of this attitude the Nazis preach the superiority of rural to ur- 
ban life. They bemoan the too rapid industrialization and urbanization 
which took place during the nineteenth century. They are convinced 
that the state must check the constant flow of population from the farms 
to the factories and the growth of huge municipal communities. 

The Nazis are also convinced that for agriculture to be protected from 
internal decay it is necessary first to improve the social status of the 
farmer, especially the small farmer, and secondly, to give him increased 
economic security, especially by preventing the loss of his lands through 
foreclosure on mortgages. With this end in view the Nazis passed the 
Hereditary Farm Law in 1933. According to this act, all small farmers 
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owning their own land were to be made members of a petty nobility,*’ 
with a title which we may translate as ‘'hereditary yeoman,” In this 
manner the farmers were at once made into a specially privileged class, 
with a number of duties and rights peculiarly their own. All estates 
up to about three hundred acres were converted into hereditary home- 
steads. Upon the yeoman’s death the estate passes undivided to his 
oldest (sometimes to his youngest) son or to the nearest male relative. 
The other children do not share in the inheritance of the land, though 
they are entitled to claim support from the farm and in turn are liable 
to service on the farm. The yeoman, moreover, has no right to sell oi 
to mortgage his estate or any part thereof without permission of the local 
hereditary farm tribunal. The soil is thus made sacred and inalien- 
able. Further additional laws and decrees prohibit surplus imports 
from abroad and arrange for certain special marketing facilities, with 
the result that the farmer is no longer exposed to the vicissitudes of 
ordinary market fluctuations. In practice, whatever the farmer pro- 
duces is sold in advance and at a ”fair price” determined by the state. 

But important as are the hereditary yeomen and their hereditary 
estates, they constitute only one element in . the huge food estate, for 
this estate includes all persons and all groups of persons who are directly 
concerned with the production, processing, and distribution of food- 
stuffs. It thus includes both farmers and landless agricultural workers, 
and also the manufacturers of foodstuffs, such as cheese, sugar, and beer. 
The food estate has also absorbed the numerous farmers’ cooperatives 
and other similar organizations which existed prior to the advent of the 
Nazi regime. The food estate, as all the other estates, is organized 
on the leadership principle. Its head, the national peasant leader, 
appoints the chief officers of the organization, who again appoint their 
subordinates and so on all down the line. We are expressly told that it 
is the duty of the state to lay down the general lines of policy and that 
it is the duty of the food estate, with its huge complex organization, to 
see that this policy is duly carried out. 

The ultimate goal of the food estate is to create in Germany a bal- 
anced economy whereby the supply of and the demand for foodstuffs 
will be in a state of equilibrium. In order to realize this aim, all the 
members of the estate are subjected to very severe regimentation. 
The farmer is no longer free to plant and grow whatever he sees fit. If 
the government so orders, he must let his land lie fallow, and if he is 
permitted to plant crops he must plant those crops and in those quanti- 
ties which the state authorities consider best in accord with “the na- 
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tional welfare.*' Farmers are required to deliver at specific dates 
specified amounts of grain. In like manner millers receive definite or- 
ders as to how much, and what kind of grain they are to mill. Finally, 
the food estate, acting for the government, has the power to fix all 
prices, both of raw and of finished articles. It has also the power to 
close temporarily or permanently any grocery store, mill, or bakery 
which it considers economically unsound or otherwise undesirable. 

Membership in the estate of trade and industry is compulsory for 
all firms engaging in any industrial or commercial enterprise, except for 
those directly concerned with agriculture. This estate also embraces 
a large number of professional organizations, as well as numerous local 
and provincial chambers of commerce and industry. Control over 
the whole estate is centered in a national economic chamber. This 
chamber, like the other Nazi institutions, is also based on the leadership 
principle. The leader or president of the chamber is appointed by 
the Minister of Economics and can be removed by him at any time and 
for any reason whatsoever. All other officials of this estate and of all 
its ramifications are appointed from above and not elected from below, 
as was formerly the case with the old trade associations. In this way 
the state, directly or indirectly, has practically unlimited power over 
the entire business of the country and unlimited possibilities for in- 
fluencing it. When we remember that industry and big business helped 
Hitler secure power in order to get rid of the threat of communism, it is 
interesting to find that they have found in the Nazi regime a master 
which is almost as stern. In Germany, even more than in Italy, the 
rights of private ownership and private initiative have been subjected 
to many serious limitations. 

In the first place, the state has complete control over the currency, 
which has no gold backing, but is a “managed" currency, the manage- 
ment of which lies in the hands of government officials. Even more im- 
portant is the fact that the state exercises complete control over credit 
and credit expansion. The Reichsbank, or National Bank, which was 
formerly run by an elected board and an elected president, is now en- 
tirely controlled by a president appointed by the government. A bank 
supervision board, another state-appointed organ, possesses and exer- 
cises wide powers over all other banking institutions. A bank reform 
law prohibits the opening of new credit institutions or new branches of 
existing credit institutions without special governmental permissions. 
As a result of these measures, credit is cut off from those business enter- 
prises which fail to cooperate wholeheartedly with the Nazi regime and 
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ample credit is available to those enterprises which the regime considers 
useful or desirable. 

Moreover, the state, through the national economic chamber, has 
the power to interfere directly with any industrial or commercial firm. 
The state can demand the creation of new establishments or the closing 
of existing ones. No firm can even expand its existing plant if in the 
opinion of the authorities its present capacity is adequate to meet the 
need. The “ one-price stores and the chain stores (the German equiva- 
lent of our A. and P. or National Tea Stores) have always been unpopu- 
lar with the Nazi leaders. Those already in existence are permitted to 
continue in operation, but the opening of more such concerns is alto- 
gether prohibited. In the future, moreover, no new retail shop can be 
opened without a license, and the issuance of such a license is made de- 
pendent, not only on the need of a new shop in the locality, but also on 
the “moral and professional standing'* of the applicant. The govern- 
ment, too, has extensive powers over the creation, transformation, and 
dissolution of trusts and combines (which in Germany are called 
“cartels”). The government may at any time force an individual firm 
to enter a cartel. In many cases the mere threat of compulsory cartel- 
ization is sufficient to prevent a firm from underselling or otherwise en- 
gaging in “unfair” competition with its rivals. 

Even inside the individual firm the state may and frequently does 
prescribe types, quality, and quantity of production. It may and fre- 
quently does lay down the number of hours the laborer must work, the 
wages he must be paid, the wholesale and retail price of the finished 
article. By way of carrying out the principle that the ownership of 
property is merely trusteeship, a special law was passed which provides 
that the owner of a business may be removed if he abuses his authority 
by maliciously exploiting the labor of any of his employees or “wound- 
ing their sense of honor.” 

Instances of the removal of owners are rare, but have, nevertheless, oc- 
curred, usually on the ground of “anti-social conduct." For example, a 
V baker in the Rheinland had trouble with his employees. His establishment 
was inspected and declared unsanitary. The owner was removed and re- 
placed by .a trustee appointed by local authorities. The salary of the trustee 
was paid from the profits of the enterprise and the owner was entitled to 
whatever w'as left over.®* 

Instances of this sort are comparatively rare, but they are still numerous 
enough to have made most German business men completely subservient 
to governmental prompting. 
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The last, the largest, and the most comprehensive of the estates into 
which the German populace is divided is the labor front. The labor 
front is defined as ‘‘the organization of Germans engaged in productive 
work, whether of brain or hand.” This means that the labor front 
includes, not only laborers in the ordinary sense of the word (employees 
and factory hands), but also independent artisans and employers, both 
great and small, as well as members of the liberal professions, on the 
ground that all such persons are engaged in ‘‘productive work.” In 
practice the labor front includes the members of the food estate, the 
estate of trade and industry, and in addition all other persons who earn 
their living and who are not otherwise organized. Small wonder that 
whereas the old pre-Nazi trade unions numbered altogether only about 
five million persons, the new labor front (which has supposedly taken 
the place of the trade unions) has a membership of over thirty millions. 
This huge number is due to the fact that membership, for all practical 
purposes, is compulsory, as no one is allowed to secure any gainful oc- 
cupation unless he is possessed of a membership card. 

The organization of the labor front shows clearly one of the principal 
differences between Fascism and National Socialism. Fascism still 
believes in a conflict, even though a controlled and regulated conflict, 
between capital and labor, and has built up its corporate state on the 
basis of two separate but parallel sets of organizations, one for the em- 
ployers, the other for employees. According to the Nazi ideology, how- 
ever, the employer is not an hereditary enemy of labor, but is merely a 
co-worker in a common enterprise, and both employers and employees 
must “work together for the furthciance of the purposes of the enter- 
prise and for the benefit of the nation and the state in general.” More 
specifically, it is said that in any well-conducted business enterprise the 
employer must be regarded as the leader and the employees are the 
leader s loyal followers. From this point of view it seems to the Nazis 
only natural that both the leaders and the followers should be members 
of the same labor front, and also that the labor front must, by ap- 
propriate regulations, see to it that the relations between leaders and 
followers be kept on an ideal basis. In other words, the labor front is 
not a representation of labor interests, but is an organ of the totalitarian 
state for the regimentation of labor. 

According to the Nazi creed, it is the function of the state and of its 
organ, the labor front, to teach “the nobility of creative labor.” As 
part of this educational program the state has passed a law requiring 
all young men, irrespective of their social or economic background, to 
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spend six months in a labor camp doing physical labor for the state by 
way of preliminary training for a life of labor later. In addition to pro- 
viding this initial training, the state, through the labor front, must 
also tell its citizens how much labor shall be done and under what condi- 
tioni^. In a liberal state each youth has the right to choose what occu* 
pation he would like to enter. In Nazi Germany, on the other hand, 
all youngsters when first seeking employment are registered with an 
official employment agency and are given jobs in accordance with the 
needs of industry, quite irrespective of their preferences. In a liberal 
state, if a worker is dissatisfied with his present post he is free to seek 
another one or even to choose an entirely different occupation. In 
Nazi Germany no worker or employee may leave a job without the per- 
mission of the leader of the local labor office. 

Under a law passed in 1938 this same official was given the power to 
assign to anyone, no matter what his present occupation, any kind of 
employment which the state deems advisable and for an indefinite 
period. Lack of training is not considered an excuse for refusal to take 
an assigned post, as whoever is called must undergo training to fit him 
for whatever labor may be assigned to him. In many cases small un- 
remunerative shops have been closed and the owners and employees 
drafted for work in the factories. Thousands of workers from relatively 
unimportant factories have been involuntarily transferred to do work 
on “nationally important” undertakings, such as the making of muni- 
tions or fortifications. 

The conditions of labor are controlled by the state through its numer- 
ous regulations affecting wages and the number of hours a week each 
employee shall work. General control over labor conditions is placed 
in the hands of a so-called trustee of labor (there are fourteen such 
persons, one for each industrial subdivision of the country), who is, of 
course, appointed by the state and is always a staunch National Socialist. 
It is the duty of the local labor trustee to fix a general norm for wages 
and working conditions in his district, to which norm all local leaders 
or employers are expected to adhere.' The labor trustee, moreover, 
has the right to order wage changes in any individual plant, and em- 
ployers are prohibited from making any alteration in wages or living 
conditions without first securing the consent of this official. 

The Nazi regime, like the Italian, strictly prohibits both strikes and 
lockouts, but in Italy collective bargaining between the employer and 
the employee groups is still permitted. In Germany, owing to the 
peculiar organization of the labor front, even this procedure is ruled 
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out. Normally in every industrial or commercial firm the owner or 
employer, as the leader of the “common enterprise,*' must make the 
decisions “in all matters that affect the establishment “ In enterprises 
employing twenty or more workers, however, the employer is forced 
to consult with, but is not bound to follow the advice of, an advisory 
council, consisting of from two to twenty persons who are elected by the 
employees from a list drawn up by the employer and the head of the 
Nazi Party organization in the plant. In case the workers reject this 
and other lists presented to them, the council is appointed by the labor 
trustee. All disputes which arise between the employers and his 
advisory council or any employee is brought in the first instance before 
the labor trustee for arbitration. For more serious disputes there is 
provision for settlement by more elaborate labor courts, and social 
honor courts. 

The Nazi regime, through the labor front, has been amazingly 
successful in what we may call the commercial exploitation of non- 
commercial incentives. 

Social philosophers, . . have long held that ^‘man does not live by bread 
alone.” But only recently has industry learned that significant as hours and 
wages and other conditions of employment may be, they do not themselves 
call out the highest levels of labor productivity. . . . Interest and emotional 
drives lead to higher and better sustained levels of output than can be pro- 
vided by mere wage and hour considerations. With non-commercial in- 
centives, fatigue is lowered, improvements in processes and methods are 
more easily introduced and friction between management and men is reduced 
to a minimum.®® 

The Nazis were not the first to make this discovery, but they have 
applied it more consistently and on a larger scale than anyone else. 
The Nazis felt that it is necessary for the German laborers to work for 
long hours and at low wages, but argued that these long hours and low 
wages could be compensated for by stimulating surroundings. Labor 
front officials are constantly and successfully urging factory owners to 
build clean bright plants and maintain strict sanitary conditions, so that 
the laborers can more readily come to believe in the “dignity of labor.” 
Moreover, under labor front pressure much is done to beautify the 
plants, both by employers and employees, on the ground that the more 
beautiful the surroundings the better the quality of work. 

The most important development in the use of non-commercial in- 
centives throughout the labor world is the so-called “strength through 
joy” division of the labor front. Copied from the dopolavoro organiza- 
tion of the Italian Fascists, though considerably improved upon, it 
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provides, in times of peace at least, a vast number of individuals with low- 
cost tours throughout Germany, a smaller number with ocean trips and aims 
to provide every German worker with one vacation trip a year. It also makes 
provision for all kinds of sports, encourages the development of folk customs 
and traditions, provides travelling and stationary theaters and cinemas, and 
engages in various forms of culture work.*^ 

Incidentally it may be said that the “strength through joy “ movement 
serves a twofold purpose. On the principle that better vacations make 
for better work, it aids in improving the quantity and quality of indus- 
trial output. At the same time this same organization aids the Nazis 
in establishing a completely totalitarian regime. As a result of the 
“strength through joy“ movement so many activities are carried out 
under the auspices of the state that the worker is never left alone, even 
after work, but is made to feel conscious of the omnipresent solicitude 
of the Nazi state. 

THE NAZIS AND AUTHORITARIANISM 

The Nazi regime, both in theory and in practice, is as wholehearted 
in its acceptance of authoritarianism as in its acceptance of etatism. 
In fact, the Nazi theory of the ideal form of government is little more 
than an echo of the statement made by Carlyle in 1840 when he said: 

Find in any country the ablest man that exists there; raise him to the 
supreme place and loyally reverence him: you have a perfect government for 
that country; no ballot box, parliamentary eloquence, voting, constitution 
building or other machinery can improve it a whit. It is the perfect state, 
the ideal community,®® 

The Nazis, like Carlyle, are violent in their attacks upon any and 
every form of democratic or parliamentary government. According 
to Hitler: 

Democracy of the West today is the forerunner of Marxism, which would 
be inconceivable without it. It is democracy alone which furnishes this uni- 
versal plague with the soil in which it spreads. In parliamentarism, its outward 
form of expression, democracy created a “monstrosity of filth and fire.” . . . 
Is it at all possible to make a wavering majority of people ever responsible? 
Is not the very idea of all responsibility closely connected with the individ- 
ual? . . . Must not the task of the leading statesman be seen in the birth of 
a creative idea or plan, in itself, rather than in the ability to make the in- 
genuity of his plans understandable to a flock of sheep and empty-heads for 
the purpose of begging for their gracious consent? Is the inability of a leader 
proved by the fact that he does not succeed in winning the majority of a crowd 
of people for a certain idea? ... Is not every ingenious deed in this world the 
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visible protest of genius against the inertia of the masses? . . . The parlia- 
mentary principle of decision by majority, by denying the authority of the 
person and placing in its stead the number of the crowd in question, sins 
against the aristocratic basic idea of Nature. . . 

Hitler assails democracy on the ground that in most so-called democ- 
racies, real authority rests, not with the elected representatives of the 
people, but with a few wire-pullers who work behind the scenes. 

It is not the object of our present-day democratic parliamentarism to form 
an assembly of wise men, but rather to gather a crowd of mentally dependent 
ciphers. . . . Only thus is it possible that the actual wire-puller is able to re- 
main cautiously in the background without ever being called to account.*®® 

With his passionate hatred of the Jews, Hitler believes that democracy 
is a product of the Jewish spirit. To his mind the Jew seeks 

the victory of “democracy” as he understands it because it eliminates the 
personality — and in its place it puts the majority of stupidity, incapacity, and 
last, but not least, cowardice.*®* 

Hitler rejoices that the army served as a bulwark of the aristocratic 
tradition even during the time when the democratic principle was 
sweeping the political world. 

The greatest service of the army of the old Reich was that, in a time of 
the general “counting by majority” of the heads, it put the heads above the 
majority. In the face of the Jewish democratic idea of a blind worship of 
numbers, the army upheld the faith in personality.*®^ 

Hitler attacks democracy from many different angles, but it soon 
becomes obvious that he lays greatest stress on the arguments taken 
over from the racialists and the eugenists, which may be summarized 
as follows: Just as some races are superior and others inferior, and the 
superior races have the natural God-given right to rule over the inferior 
races, so in like manner, within any one race certain individuals are 
vastly superior to the general average, and these individuals have a 
natural God-given right to rule over all the others. Or, to use Hitler’s 
words: 

Just as in general I have to evaluate the nations differently on the basis of 
the race to which they belong, thus also the individuals within a national 
community. ... A view of life which, by rejecting the democratic mass idea, 
endeavors to give this world to the best people [i.e. race], that means to the 
most superior men, has logically to obey the same aristocratic principle also 
within this people and has to guarantee leadership and highest influence within 
the respective people to the best heads. With this it does not build up on the 
idea of the majority, but on that of the personality Organization has to 
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•tart from the principle that for humanity blessing has never lain in the 

masses, but in its creative heads It is in the interest of all to safeguard 

their most decisive influence and to facilitate their activity. Certainly, this 
interest is not satisfied and is not served by the rule of the masses who are 
either unable to think or are inefficient, in any case not inspired, but solely 
by the leadership of those whom Nature has endowed with special gifts.^®* 

Arguing from these premises. Hitler comes to the conclusion that 

the best State constitution and State form is that which, with the most nat- 
ural certainty, brings the best heads of the national community to leading 
importance and to leading influence. . . . The State in its organization, be- 
ginning with the smallest cell of the community up to the highest leadership 
of the entire Reich, must be built upon the principle of personality. There 
must be no decisions by majority, but only responsible persons, and the 
word “ council ” is once more reduced to its original meaning. At every man’s 
side there stand councillors, but one man decides. The principle which once 
made the Prussian army the most marvellous instrument of the German people 
has to be some day in a transformed meaning the principle of the construc- 
tion of our whole State constitution: Authority of every leader towards he- 
low, and responsibility towards above. Even then one will not be able to 
do without those corporations which today we call parliaments. The coun- 
cillors will then actually give counsel, but responsibility can and must be borne 
always by one man and thus he alone can and must have the authority and 

right of command No voting ever takes place in any chamber. . . . They 

are working institutions and not voting machines. The individual member 
has an advisory vote but never a deciding one. The latter is the exclusive 
privilege of the respective responsible chairman.'®^ 

All the Nazis are in agreement that the foolish many shall be con- 
trolled by the wise few and that the wise few, in their turn, must be 
guided by a single leader. In practical politics this means that the 
state should be ruled over by an absolute dictator who has the right 
to make and unmake any law he pleases and who directly or indirectly 
appoints and dismisses, on his own responsibility, all lesser members 
of the government. There seems, however, to be some difference of 
opinion among the Nazi ideologists as to how this absolute dictator 
should be chosen. Even Hitler, himself, is far from being consistent 
upon this point. In some passages he tells us that the supreme ruler 
should be elected by the people. “The [Nazi] movement in small things 
as well as in big things represents the principle of Germanic democracy: 
choice of the leader, but absolute authority of the latter.” At other 
times he is extremely skeptical of all forms of electoral machinery. 

One cannot contradict too sharply the absurd opinion that men of genius 
are born out of general elections. . . . The masses’ aversion to every superior 
genius is an instinctive one. It is easier for a camel to go through the eye of 
a needle than that a great man is “discovered” in an election.^®® 
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Rosenberg agrees with his chief in denying the virtues of the electoral 
process. 

As things are today the nation is very seldom able directly to recognize a 
great man. ... In ordinary life the election of a President 01 of an Emperor 
is only a question of gold bags. As a result in ninety-nine out of a hundred 
cases it is an agent of the Stock Market, of High Finance rather than a true 
national leader who comes to the top. For this reason the future German 
Nation-state must .completely break with this aspect of a deceitful 
democracy.^^ 

In view of these statements it seems that true Nazi ideology demands 
that the wise few should impose a leader upon the sheep-like multitude. 
In practice, moreover, we know that Hitler has already nominated his 
successor with no attempt made at finding out whom the German popu- 
lace would prefer to have. 

The National Socialists, like the Fascists, are also thoroughgoing 
authoritarians in that they attack the theory of check and balance and 
of the separation of powers. To them the one all-powerful leader must 
have control over both the executive and the legislative functions, and 
at least indirectly over the judicial functions as well. As yet the Reich- 
stag has not been abolished, but it now serves merely as a sounding 
board for the Fuehrer whenever the latter wishes to direct public atten- 
tion to some important new policy. The Reichstag has formally dele- 
gated to the government, i.e., to Hitler, practically all its legislative 
functions, and the vast majority of the new laws in Nazi Germany are, 
technically speaking, riot laws at all but executive decrees. The raising 
and spending of money are matters resting entirely with the govern- 
ment, the Reichstag no longer being even consulted on such matters. 
It goes without saying that the government has complete control over 
the conduct of foreign affairs, the making of war, and the signing of 
treaties. 

In like manner Hitler completely dominates the judicial branch of 
the state and there is no longer even a pretense of maintaining an in- 
dependent judiciary. The Fuehrer has not only the privilege of mercy, 
but also the power of quashing pending criminal proceedings. More 
important still, when, in the early stages of the regime, some of the courts 
were bold enough to question the validity of certain governmental acts, 
the government promptly withdrew consideration of such cases from the 
ordinary courts and placed them under special new courts dominated 
by Nazi partisans. Bit by bit ‘‘politically unreliable*' members of the 
judicial profession have been weeded out by outright dismissal and 
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their places taken by persons devoted to the Nazi cause, who openly 
subscribe to the doctrine that whatever the Fuehrer wills to be law is 
law and therefore binding upon all judges and courts. 

The very fact that the Nazis, like the Fascists, have abolished all 
minority or opposition parties is another sign of the Nazi acceptance of 
the authoritarian principle. Equally significant is the fact that the 
Nazis vehemently deny that the government must rest upon the consent 
of the governed and that all the powers which the government possesses 
are those delegated by the people. The denial of both these doctrines 
is very clearly summarized in the famous Nazi slogan, ^‘The laws of 
Nature demand that authority shall be exercised from above down- 
ward, and responsibility from below upward.” From this it follows 
that at all times the government must be willing to use force against 
any subjects who dare to rebel or even to protest against it. As Hitler 
tells us: 

An institution which is no longer determined to defend itself with all 
weapons practically gives itself up. Every half measure is then the visible 
symptom of internal decay which will and must be followed, sooner or later, 
by external collapse.’ 

Hitler further tells us that force to be successful must be used ruthlessly, 
relentlessly, and persistently. 

The very first condition for such a manner of fight with the weapons of 
pure force is, and always will be, perseverance. That means that only the 
continued and regular use of the methods applied for suppressing a doctrine 
permits of the possibility of success. As soon as intermittent force alternates 
with indulgence, the doctrine to be suppressed will not only recover again 
and again, but it will be able to draw new values from every persecution. . . . 
Only in the eternally regular use of force lies the preliminary condition for 
success,’ 

The Nazis proceed to assure us that a government is willing to em- 
bark upon the “eternally regular use of force” only if its members and 
their immediate aids are imbued with fanatical zeal. Hence fanaticism 
and fiery zeal are the essential features of a successful and stable 
administration. 

The greatness of every powerful organization ... is rooted in the religious 
fanaticism with which it intolerably enforces itself against everything else, 
fanatically convinced of its own right.”® 

The nationalization of the great masses can never take place by way of half 
measures, by a weak emphasis upon a so-called objective viewpoint, but 
by a ruthless and fanatically one-sided orientation as to the goal to be aimed 
at The driving force of the most important changes in this world has 



NATIONAL SOCIALISM 


671 

been found less in a scientific knowledge animating the masses, but rather in 
a fanaticism dominating them and in a hysteria which drove them forward. 
. . . One can only succeed in winning the soul of a people if, apart from a 
position of positive fighting of one's own for one’s own aims, one also destroys 
at the same time the supporter of the contrary.^^^ 

The foregoing quotations alone are enough to convince us that the 
Nazis are thoroughgoing authoritarians, and that being authoritarians 
they are vehemently opposed to democratic control over che machinery 
of government. At the same time it must be noted that in National 
Socialism, as in Fascism, there are a number of ideas which can only be 
described as being democratic in character. In the first place the Nazis, 
like the Fascists, but to a far greater degree, insist upon equality of 
opportunity for promotion to leadership, irrespective of a person’s 
social or economic background. In other words, they insist upon “a 
career open to talent,” or, to use Carlyle’s phrase, “the tools to him who 
can best use them.” On this point Nazi authoritarianism differs 
markedly from the type of authoritarianism dominant in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries. This earlier type of authoritarianism was 
largely centered in a belief that special powers and privileges should be 
accorded to an hereditary aristocracy and more especially to an heredi- 
tary monarchy. As we have already seen, the Nazis have no use what- 
soever for an hereditary aristocracy or at least for the sort of hereditary 
aristocracy which existed in pre-war Germany. They are equally 
skeptical of the virtues of hereditary monarchy. As Hitler tells us 

only in the rarest cases are the monarchs the elite of wisdom and reason, 
or even of character, . . . The fortune to possess a great monarch in (he person 
of a great man falls only so rarely to the share of the people that they have 
to be content if the malice of Fate at least abstains from making the very 
worst mistake.^^^ 

> 

The state must indeed be run by an aristocracy, and the aristocracy 
must be headed by an all-powerful leader, but according to Nazi theory, 
this aristocracy shall be an aristocracy of talent and not of birth. Or, 
as Hitler puts it, “The best state constitution ... is that which brings 
the best heads of the national community to leading importance and to 
leading influence.” For this reason Hitler dislikes the rigid class 
distinctions which were so characteristic of old Germany. He assails 
the old army system according to which the members of the upper and 
upper middle classes were given special privileges and served for a 
shorter period of time in the ranks than the masses. Above all. Hitler 
is insistent that the higher educational institutions, from which the 
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leaders of the future are to be chosen, must be open to boys of genuine 
talent from all classes and not merely to the scions of well-to-do fami- 
lies.^^® Hitler declares that Germany and other secular states can well 
learn something from the Catholic Church in this respect. 

5n the celibacy of its priests roots the compulsion to draw the future genera- 
tion of the clergy, instead of from its own ranks, again and again from the 
broad masses of the people. ... It is the origin of the incredibly vigorous power 
that inhabits this age-old institution. This gigantic host of clerical dignitaries, 
by uninterruptedly supplementing itself from the lowest layers of the nations, 
preserves not only its instinctive bond with the people’s world of sentiment, 
but it also assures itself of a sum of energy and active force which in such a 
form will forever be present only in the broad masses of the people. ... It will 
be the task of the folkish State to take care by its educational arrangements 
that, by fresh infusion of blood from below, a perpetual renovation of the 
existing intellectual layers takes place.^^® 

National Socialism, like Fascism, may also claim to be democratic in 
that it makes a tremendous effort to secure popular support for its ideas 
and its policies. For all its authoritarianism the Nazi movement, like 
its Italian prototype, is essentially a mass movement. The Nazi regime 
is not the dictatorship of a select few who are far removed from the 
madding crowd; it is rather the dictatorship of a mob which has been 
stampeded into action and then guided and controlled by a few master 
manipulators, who in turn are led by a man whose chief claim to genius 
is his superb insight into mob psychology. To secure mass support it 
is sometimes necessary to use only coaxing or theatrical effects in speak- 
ing or writing. It is sometimes necessary to use force, for when it will 
not be coaxed the mob can frequently be terrorized into rendering blind 
obedience. But in any event the Nazis are convinced that it is necessary 
at all costs to win the support of the masses, whatever the means em- 
ployed. “A view of life may in general only hope for victory if the 
broad masses, as the bearers of the new doctrine, declare themselves 
ready to take upon themselves the necessary fight.” To be per- 
manently successful a political movement must above all “devote itself 
to winning over the masses. . . . One needs the children from the great 
masses of the nation. They alone are determined and tough enough to 
fight this struggle to the bloody end.” 
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7l, 75; in Kant, 140; in Locke, 84; in 
Mazzini, 348; school of, 390 f. 

Natural Principles of Political Order of 
Kant, 151 

Nature, see State of nature 
Nazi Primer, 634 

Neo-Hegelianism, and Fascism, 538, 553 f. 
Neuadel aus Blut und Boden of Darre, 636 
Nietzsche, 408-415; and Bergson, 411; and 
etatism, 412; and Marx, 414; and na- 
tional socialism, 627 ff.; and Mussolini, 
539 ; and Schopenhauer, 408 ff . ; and Sorel, 
428, 430 

Nigger Question of Carlyle, 181 
Nonconformists, and Green, 158 

Opera nazionale Dopolavoro, 571 
Oppenheimer, Franz, 474; and Gum- 
plowicz, 478 

Origin of Species of Darwin, 453; in Car- 
lyle, 184 

Oxford school of idealism, 155 


Paine, 312, 371, 579 
Palmieri, 537, 544, 559 ff.; 576, 584 f. 
Papacy, and natural law, 42; and Reform- 
ation, 28; as supreme arbiter, 22 f., 31 f, 
Pareto, 17, 434-449; on authoritarianism, 
448; and De Stefani, 563; and McDou- 
gall, 436; and Sorel, 438 
Past and Present of Carlyle, 181 
Pearson, Karl, 485, 489, 499 
Perpetual Peace of Fichte, 232 
Pithou, 40 

Phenomenology of Mind of Hegel, 275 
Philosophical Theory of the State of Bosan- 
quet, 266, 302 

Philosophy of History, of Fichte, 224 
Philosophy of History of Hegel, 278 
Philosophy of Right of Hegel, 268, 278, 
296, 328 

Physics and Politics of Bagehot, 463 
Plato, 21, 289, 480; and Carlyle, 182; and 
Hegel, 273 

Plenitudo potestatis of the pope, 23 
Political and Economic Program of the Na 
tional Socialist German Workers Party of 
Feder, 616 

Political and Social Doctrines of Fascism 
of Mussolini, 537 

Political Doctrine of Fascism of Rocco, 537 
Political Economy of J. St. Mill, in Carlyle, 
184 

Politics of Treitschke, 362 
Popolo d' Italia, 532 

Popular Government of Sir Henry Maine, 396 
Power, see Separation of powers 
Pragmatism, in fascism, 545; in William 
James, 403 

Progress, in Bodin, 57, 60; in Hegel, 283, 
289 f., 292; in Kant, 151; in 5k>rel, 433 f.; 
see Evolution, Social Darwinism 
Property rights, in Bodin, 64; in fascism, 
565 ff.; in Locke, 87; in national social- 
ism, 657 f. 

Prussian school of history, 359 
Puchta, 388, 394 

Race superiority, 498 ff.; in Carlyle, 203 f.; 
in H. St. Chamberlain, 504 ff.; in Fichte, 
233; in Gobineau, 500 ff. ; in Gum- 
plowicz, 475 f.; in Gunther, 512 ff.; in 
Hegel, 292; in McDougall, 424; in 
Nietzsche, 414; and religion, 506, 517; 
and experience, in Spencer, 459 
Racialism, and authoritarianism, 520; and 
etatism, 521; and fascism, 542 ff.; and 
national socialism, 637, 667 
Randolph, John, 114 
Ranke, 264 

Rassenkampf, 539. See Race superiority, 
Racialism 
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184; in Fichte, 216; in Green, 166; in 
Hegel, 279 ff . ; in Kant, 138 ; in Sorel, 428 f . 
Rebellion, right of, in Carlyle, l89, 196; in 
Fichte, 249; in Hobbes, 74; in Locke, 86 
Reformation, 27 

Religious toleration, see Toleration 
Representation, and fascism, 580; in The 
Federalist, 118; in Montesquieu, 92; in 
Rousseau, 98 f. 

Residues and derivations, in Pareto, 435 
Revolt against Civilization of Stoddard, 486 
Right of Conquest, see Conquest 
Rising Tide of Color of Stoddard, 486 
Ritchie, D. G., 155 
Riza Pahlavi, 5 

Rocco, Alfredo, 268, 537, 544 f., 551 ff., 
565 ff., 575 f. 

Rockingham, 104 

Rosenberg, 616 ff., 626 ff., 637 f., 640 ff., 
669; and Sorel, 430 

Rousseau, 94-100, 349, 579; and Bosan- 
quet, 302 f.; and fascism, 582; and 
Hegel, 274; and Kant, 146 f., 149; and 
naturalism, 96 f.; on separation of pow- 
ers, 98 f.; on social contract, 97; on sov- 
ereignty, 94 f., 97; see General will 
Ruskin, John, 180 

Sait, 286 
Salic law, 64 

Sartor Resartus of Carlyle, 181 
Savigny, 264, 388, 393 
Schelling, 132, 275; and Hegel, 279 
Schiller, and Fichte, 214 
Schopenhauer, 135, 408 f.; and Bergson, 
409; and Fichte, 408; and Hegel, 408; 
and William James, 402; and Nietzsche, 
408 ff. 

Science of Logic of Hegel, 276, 278 
Separation of powers, and fascism, 578 f. ; in 
The Federalist, 116 f., 121; in Hegel, 331; 
in Locke, 85 f.; in Mazzini, 356; in Mon- 
tesquieu, 90, 93 f.; and national social- 
ism, 669; in Treitschke, 383 ff ; see Check 
and balance 
Servin, 40 

Shooting Niagara of Carlyle, 181 
Sittlichkeit, in Hegel, 309 
Smith, Adam, 193 

Social contract, and absolute monarchy, 
in Filmer, 55; in Bagehot, 466; in Burke, 
106; in Carlyle, 189; and conservatism 
in America, 1 14; in Fichte, 221, 227, 230; 
in Green, 165; in Grot i us, 44; in Gum- 
plowicz, 477; in Hobbes, 74, 86; in Kant, 
149 f.; in Locke, 85 f.; in Montesquieu, 
89 f.; and national socialism, 633; in 
Rousseau, 97 f.; in Spencer, 461; in 
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Social Darwinism, 344, 457 ff.; and the eu- 
genists, 486; and fascism, 538 ff.; and 
laissez faire, 463, 495; and national 
socialism, 630; see Darwin, Evolution, 
Progress 

Social myth, in fascism, 546; in Sorel, 429 
Social Psychology of McDougall, 416 
Sorel, 283, 427-434; and Bergson, 428, 434; 
and Carlyle, 432; and Mussolini, 546, 
548; and national socialism, 625 f. ; and 
Nietzsche, 428, 430; and Pareto, 438; and 
Rosenberg, 430 
Sorokin, 439 

Sovereignty, in Bodin, 59 ff.; and fascism, 
576; in Green, 170; in Hegel, 324; and 
the historical school of jurisprudence, 
395 ; in Hobbes, 74, 77 ; and law, in Kant, 
146; in Rousseau, 94 f., 97 
Spencer, 458-463, 631; and Bagehot, 464; 
and Carlyle, 461; and the eugenists, 489, 
495; and Kant, 459 
Spirit of Laws of Montesquieu, 89 
Stace, 321 

State of nature, in Bodin, 58; in Hobbes, 
96; in Locke, 83; in Rousseau, 95 
States rights, and etatism, 15 
Stoddard, Lothrop, 486, 496 
Stoicism, 522 

Superiority, see Race superiority 
Sybel, 359 

Syndicalism, in Sorel, 428 

Syndicates, 588, 658 

Synthetic Philosophy of Spencer, 458 

Tarde, Gabriel, 424 f.; and Bagehot, 464 
Tawney, 88 

Theory of Law of Fichte, 215 
Theory of the State of Fichte, 215, 221 
Toleration in Bagehot, 467 f.; in Bodin, 
65; in Burke, 107; in De Maistre, 102; in 
Treitschke, 381 

Totalitarianism, and national socialism, 
645 ff.; see Etatism 

Traditionalism, 343 ff.; in Burke, 108; and 
etatism, 345; in De Maistre, 102; and 
fascism, 550; in Hegel, 284, 344; in 
Mazzini, 349; and national socialism, 
617; in Treitschke, 362 ff. 
Transcendentalism, in Spencer, 458; see 
Kant 

Treatises on Civil Government of Locke, 82 
Treitschke, 264, 359-387, 552; on bureau- 
cracy, 385 ff.; and fascism, 549; and 
Hegel, 362; and Mazzini, 361, 367, 378; 
and Montesquieu, 383 f.; on traditional- 
ism, 362 ff. 

Universal mind, in Hegel, 290 
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Utilitarianism, and laissez faire, 179 f.; and 
Carlyle, 187; in McDougall, 416 f.; in 
national socialism, 622; in Nietzsche, 
413; in Spencer, 459 

Vaughan, 301 
Vera, Augusto, 268 
Verfassung Deutschlands of Hegel, 269 
Violence, in Bagchot, 472; in ^rel, 431 
Vocation of the Scholar of Fichte, 2^ 
Volkischer Beobachter, 603, 605 
Volksgeist, 389, 560 
Volksstaat, 645 


Volont6 g6n6ral, see General will 

Wagner, 504 
Wallas, Graham, 416 
Ward, Lester, 474 
Whitgift, 37 f. 

Will, see General will, Moral will 
William of Occam, 24 
World as Will and Idea of Schopenhauer 
408 

World War, 4 f. 

Zeitgeist, in Hegel, 286 
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